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TUESDAY, JULY 3, 1956 


Unrrep STates SENATE, 
ComMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FLoop ConTROL, Rivers anp ILARBors, 
Washington, D. G. 

The subcommittee met in room 412, Senate Office Building, at 
10:15 a. m., Senator Robert S. Kerr (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present : Senators Kerr, Case, and Hruska. 

Senator Kerr. We will now go to HL. R. 8750. 

I want to place in this record at this point copy of Public Law 566 
along with a copy of H. R. 8750. 

(Public Law 566 and H. R. 8750 are as follows :) 


Public Law 566—S83d Congress 
Chapter 656—2d Session 
H. R. 6788 


AN ACT To authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to cooperate with States and local 
agencies in the planning and carrying out of work of improvement for soil conservation, 
and for other purposes. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That erosion, floodwater, and sediment dam- 
ages in the watersheds of the rivers and streams of the United States, causing 
loss of life and damage to property, constitute a menace to the national welfare; 
and that it is the sense of Congress that the Federal Government should co- 
operate with States and their political subdivisions, soil or water conservation 
districts, flood prevention or control districts, and other local public agencies 
for the purpose of preventing such damages and of furthering the conservation, 
development, utilization, and disposal of water and thereby of preserving and 
protecting the Nation’s land and water resources. 

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act, the following terms shall mean: 

The “Secretary’”—the Secretary of Agriculture of the United States. 

“Works of improvement’—any undertaking for— 

(1) flood prevention (including structural and land-treatment measures) 
or 
(2) agricultural phases of the conservation, development, utilization, and 
disposal of water 
in watershed or subwatershed areas not exceeding two hundred and fifty 
thousand acres and not including any single structure which provides more than 
five thousand acre-feet of total capacity. No appropriation shall be made for 
any plan for works of improvement which includes any structure which pro- 
vides more than twenty-five hundred acre-feet of total capacity unless such plan 
has been approved by resolutions adopted by the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry of the Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of the House of 
Representatives, respectively. A number of such subwatersheds when they are 
component parts of a larger watershed may be planned together when the local 
sponsoring organizations so desire. 
1 
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“Local organization’”—-any State, political subdivision thereof, soil or water 
conservation district, flood prevention or control district, or combinations thereof, 
or any other agency having authority under State law to carry out, maintain 
and operate the works of improvement. 

Sec. 3. In order to assist local organizations in preparing and carrying out 
plans for works of improvement, the Secretary is authorized, upon application 
of local organizations if such application has been submitted to, and not dis- 
approved within 45 days by, the State agency having supervisory responsibility 
over programs provided for in this Act, or by the Governor if there is no State 
agency having such responsibility— 

(1) to conduct such investigations and surveys as may be necessary to 
prepare plans for works of improvement ; 

(2) to make such studies as may be necessary for determining the physi- 
cal and economic soundness of plans for works of improvement, including 
a determination as to whether benefits exceed costs ; 

(3) to cooperate and enter into agreements with and to furnish financial 
and other assistance to local organizations: Provided, That, for the land- 
treatment measures, the Federal assistance shall not exceed the rate of 
assistance for similar practices under existing national programs; 

(4) to obtain the cooperation and assistance of other Federal agencies in 
carrying out the purposes of this section. 

Sec. 4. The Secretary shall require as a condition to providing Federal as- 
sistance for the installation of works of improvement that local organizations 
shall— 

(1) acquire without cost to the Federal Government such land, ease- 
ments, or rights-of-way as will be needed in connection with works of im- 

provement installed with Federal assistance: 

(2) assume such proportionate share of the cost of installing any works 

of improvement involving Federal assistance as may be determined by the 
Secretary to be equitable in consideration of anticipated benefits from such 
improvements: Provided, That no part of the construction cost for providing 
any capacity in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and 
features related thereto shall be borne by the Federal Government under 
the provisions of this Act; 

(3) make arrangements satisfactory to the Secretary for defraying 
costs of operating and maintaining such works of improvement, in accord- 
ance with regulations presented by the Secretary of Agriculture; 

(4) acquire, or provide assurance that landowners have acquired, such 
water rights, pursuant to State law, as may be needed in the installation 
and operation of the work of improvement; and 

(5) obtain agreements to carry out recommended soil conservation 
measures and proper farm plans from owners of not less than 50 per centum 
of the lands situated in the drainage area above each retention reservoir 
to be installed with Federal assistance. 

Sec. 5. At such time as the Secretary and the interested local organization have 
agreed on a plan for works of improvement, and the Secretary has determined 
that the benefits exceed the costs, and the local organization has met the require- 
ments for participation in carrying out the works of improvement as set forth 
in section 4, the Secretary is authorized to assist such local organizations in 
developing specifications, in preparing contracts for construction, and to partici- 
pate in the installation of such works of improvement in accordance with the 
plan: Provided, That, except as to the installation of works of improvement 
on Federal lands, the Secretary shall not construct or enter into any contract 
for the construction of any structure unless there is no local organization 
authorized by State law to undertake such construction or to enter into such 
contract, and in no event after July 1, 1956: Provided, That in participating in 
the installation of such works of improvement the Secretary, as far as practi- 
cable and consistent with his responsibilities for administering the overall na- 
tional agricultural program, shall utilize the authority conferred upon him by 
the provisions of this Act: Provided further, That, at least forty-five days 
(counting only days occurring during any regular or special sessions of the 
Congress) before such installation involving Federal assistance is commenced, 
the Secretary shall transmitt a copy of the plan and the justification therefor 
to the Congress through the President: Provided further, That any such plan 
(a) which includes reclamantion or irrigation works or which affects public 
or other lands under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, or (b) 
which includes Federal assistance for floodwater detention structures, shall 
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be submitted to the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of the Army, 
respectively, for his views and recommendations at least sixty days prior to 
transmission of the plan to the Congress through the President. The views and 
recommendations of the Secretary of the Interior, and the Secretary of the 
Army, if received by the Secretary of Agriculture prior to the expiration of the 
above sixty-day period, shall accompany the plan transmitted by the Secretary 
of Agriculture to the Congress through the President: Provided further, That, 
prior to any Federal participation in the works of improvement under this 
Act, the President shall issue such rules and regulations as he deems necessar) 
or desirable to carry out the purposes of this Act, and to assure the coordination 
of the work authorized under this Act and related work of other agencies includ 
ing the Department of the Interior and the Department of the Army. 

Sec. 6. The Secretary is authorized in cooperation with other Federal and 
with States and local agencies to make investigations and surveys of the water- 
sheds of rivers and other waterways as a basis for the development of co- 
odinated programs. In areas where the programs of the Secretary of Agri 
culture may affect public or other lands under the jurisdiction of the Secretary 
of the Interior, the Secretary of the Interior is authorized to cooperate with th 
Secretary of Agriculture in the planning and development of works or programs 
for such lands. 

Sec. 7. The provisions of the Act of June 22, 1936 (49 Stat. 1570), as amended 
and supplemented, conferring authority upon the Department of Agriculture 
under the direction of the Secretary of Agriculture to make preliminary exami 
nations and surveys and to prosecute works of improvement for runoff and water 
flow retardation and soil erosion prevention on the watersheds of rivers and 
other waterways are hereby repealed: Provided, That (a) the authority of 
the Department of Agriculture, under the direction of the Secretary, to prosecute 
the works of improvement for runoff and waterflow retardation and soil erosion 
prevention authorized to be carried out by the Department by the Act of 
December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887), as amended, and (b) the authority of the 
Secretary of Agriculture to undertake emergency measures for runoff retardation 
and soil erosion prevention authorized to be carried out by section 7 of the Act 
of June 28, 19388 (52 Stat. 1215), as amended by section 216 of the Act of May 17, 
1950 (64 Stat. 163), shall not be affected by the provisions of this section. 

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropirated such sums us may be 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act, such sums to remain available 
until expended. 

Sec. 9. This Act may be cited as the “Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Act.” 

Approved August 4, 1954. 





[H. R. 8750, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 
AN ACT To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre- 
vention Act (Act of August 4, 1954, 68 Stat. 666) is amended as follows: 

(a) Strike out the third sentence of section 2 and amend the second sentence 
of said section to read: “ ‘Works of improvement’—any undertaking for— 

“(1) flood prevention (including structural and land treatment measures) ; 
or 

“(2) the conservation, development, utilization, and disposal of water 
in watershed or subwatershed areas not exceeding two hundred and fifty 
thousand acres and not including any single structure which provides more 
than five thousand acre-feet of total capacity except structures proposed to 
be constructed by a local organization as an integral part of a watershed 
plan in which any capacity in excess of five thousand acre-feet is for pur- 
poses other than flood prevention and the construction cost of such excess 
‘apacity is to be borne entirely by the local organization.” 

(b) Section 4 of the Act is amended by striking out of the proviso in paragraph 
(2) the words “That no part of the construction cost for providing any capacity 
in structures for purposes other than flood prevention and features related 
thereto shall be borne by the Federal Government under the provisions of this 
Act;” and inserting “That the Secretary shall not require local organizations 
to assume any part of the construction cost of structural measures applicable to 
flood prevention ;” 
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(c) Section 5 of the Act is amended 

(1) by striking out the first proviso “, and in no event after July 1, 1956” ; 

(2) by inserting after the word “That” in the third proviso “, whenever 
the estimated Federal contribution to the construction cost of works of im- 
provement in any watershed or subwatershed area shall exceed $250,000” ; 
and 

(3) by inserting in the fourth proviso after the words “That any such 
plan” the words “involving an estimated Federal contribution to construction 
costs in excess of $250,000” and after the words “public or other lands” the 
words “or wildlife”. 

(d) Said Act is further amended by inserting after section 7 of the following 
two new sections and renumbering subsequent sections of the Act to conform: 

“Sec. 8. The Secretary is hereby authorized to make loans to local organiza- 
tions to finance the local share of costs of carrying out works of imprevement 
provided for in this Act. Such loans shall be repaid in not more than fifty years 
from the date when the principal benefits of the project first become available with 
interest, at the average rate, as determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
paid on the long-term interest-bearing marketable securities of the United States 
outstanding at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan is made. 

“Sec. 9. The provisions of the this Act shall be applicable to Hawaii, Alaska 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 

Passed the House of Representatives April 24, 1956. 

Attest: 

RatpeH R. Roserts, Clerk. 

Senator Kerr. I would like for the record to show that S. 3243 by 
Senator Carlson, 8. 3371 by Senator Fulbright, and 8. 3023 by Senator 
Clements will all be before the committee in its hearings and delibera- 
tion on H. R. 8750. 

Iam very happy at the attendance he me this morning of representa- 
tives of the various Federal agencies and also our distinguished Sen- 
ator friend from Colorado, and any other Members of the Congress 
who might be here. 

There is great interest in the amendment of Public Law 566 so as 
to reflect the principle and, if possible, achieve the purposes as set 
forth in H. R. 8750 and these other acts of like or similar nature which 
have been introduced by various Senators. 

Senator Allott, did you want to make a statement to the committee 
on this matter? 


STATEMENT OF HON. GORDON ALLOTT, A UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Senator Atxiorr. If I could have just a few moments, Mr. Chair- 
man, I would be very happy. 

Senator Kerr. You have it. 

Senator ALiorr. Senator Millikin, senior Senator from Colorado, 
and I have heretofore written you 

Senator Kerr. And that letter is before the committee and will be 
made a part of the record. 

(Letter of Senators Millikin and Allott of July 2, 1956, follows :) 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., July 2, 1956. 





Hon. Rosert S. Kerr, 
Cc hairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR KERR: In connection with the hearings on H. R. 8750 scheduled 
before your subcommittee on July 3, we desire to submit for the record our views 


in support of the objectives of the proposed amendments to Public Law 566, 
dealing with small watershed projects. 


ei mrs = 
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Many thousand Colorado farmers are depen(ent upon irrigatien for their live- 
lihood. To many of these people Public Law 566 is one of the important laws 
on the statute books. We share the belief of these people that the small projects 
authorized by this law represent a desirable solution in the field of soil conser 
vation. 

The provisions of H. R. 8750 which would broaden the program beyond “agri 
cultural phases” to allow municipal, nonagricultural participants as a part of 
these projects seem entirely reasonable and in the general public interest. The 
proposed amendment which would authorize projects in excess of 5,000 acre-feet 
if the excess capacity is for other than flood control, and the entire cost thereof 
is borne locally, also would appear to be helpful. 

The soundness of providing long-term loans to local organizations for the pur- 
pose of financing their share of the projects would seem to have been established 
in connection with the larger reclamation projects. Also it should be hard to 
find fault with the proposal to extend the program to the territories. We would 
also favor unreservedly the objective of eliminating all unnecessary delay in the 
development and construction of these projects. 

In short, we are pleased to support the principles of H. R. 8750. Within the 
confines of financial soundness, which we know the committee will analyze care- 
fully, the revisions proposed by this bill will, we believe, be of great assistance 
in the development and preservation of this Nation’s water resources, through 
realistic liberalization of the small watershed policy authorized by Public Law 
566. 

Your kindness in making this letter a part of the record of the hearings before 
your subcommittee will be sincerely appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
EvuGENE D. MILuikin, U. 8. 8S. 
GorDON ALLorT, U.S. S. 


Senator Attorr. Thank you. I willstand primarily upon the state- 
ments made in that letter. 

I would also like to request that certain letters which I have re- 
ceived—there are about 6 or 7 of them in behalf and support of this 
bill—be made a part of the record at this point, if I may. 

Senator Kerr. Very well. 

Senator Atiorr. I would request the reporter that these letters be 
returned to me. 

( The letters referred to follow :) 

COLORADO STATE GRANGE, 
OFFICE OF THE MASTER, 


Denver, Colo., June 28, 1956. 
Senator GorpoN ALLOTT, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR ALLOTT: Colorado State Grange is very much in favor of Senate 
amendment 8750 to Public Law 566. 
We understand you are having a hearing on July 3 pertaining to this amend- 
ment, and we sincerely hope you will support it. 
I plan to be in Washington the week of the 9th of July and will call on you 
at that time. 
Thanking you, I am, 
Yours very truly, 
HENRY CHRISTENSEN, Master. 


COLORADO ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, 
Fort Collins, Colo., June 25, 1956. 
Hon. GorpdoN ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C, 

DEAR SENATOR ALLOTT: I have been advised that there will be a hearing re- 
garding H. R. 8750 before Senator Kerr’s subcommittee of the Public Works 
Committee on July 3. 

As you know, H. R. 8750 is an amendment to Public Law 566.. To facilitate 
the working of Public Law 566, the Watershed Protection Act, we must have 
the proposed amendment H. R. 8750. 
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Colorado is dependent upon irrigation in much of its farming area and the 
amendment I speak of will be of great assistance to Colorado. Also, the other 
parts of the amendment are needed in Colorado. As you are familiar with the 
needs of this State, I shall not go into further detail regarding H. R. 8750, but 
shall close with my request that, if at all possible, to appear before Senator 
Kerr’s committee and with all possible support. 

Very sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE SVEDMAN, President. 


Upper WHITE RIVER Sol, CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Meeker, Colo., June 13, 1956. 
Hon. GorDON ALLOTT, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

Deak SENATOR ALLOTT: The people of the Upper and Lower White River Soil 
Conservation Districts are strongly in favor of the Poage amendments (H. R. 
8750) to the present small watershed bill. We feel that these amendments are 
most necessary to eliminate the redtape that now keeps these small watershed 
projects tied up in Washington. 

We are also concerned with the recent attack made by the Corps of Army 
Engineers on the small watershed projects. We sincerely hope that these proj- 
ects will remain under the supervision of the Soil Conservation Service and our 
locally administered soil conservation districts. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry 8. CoLeEMAN, President. 


Fort CoLuiIns Sot, CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Fort Collins, Colo., June 27, 1956. 


wl, 


Hon. Gorpon ALLorT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR ALLOTT: The Fort Collins Soil Conservation District has made 
several atempts on watershed protection projects under Public Law 566 as well 
as the small watershed pilot projects preceding passage of Public Law 566. We 
have been unable to work out financing arrangements for that part carried by 
the local people because of the inability to make beneficial use of water for irri- 
gation. 

We, therefore, feel that the amendments to Public Law 566, containd in H. R. 
8750, are absolutely essential if Colorado and other semiarid States are to make 
any use of the small watershed fiood prevention programs. 

We sincerely urge that you appear before the Public Works Committee, United 
States Senate, and make every attempt to secure passage of H. R. 8750 during 
the present session of the Congress. 

Very sincerely yours, . 
GEORGE E. WEAVER, President. 





THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF Sort CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, 
Mosca, Colo., June 25, 1956. 
Hon. Gordon ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR ALLOTT: It is my understanding that hearings will be held 
July 3, before Senator Kerr’s subcommittee of the Public Works Committee on 
H. R. 8750, amendment to Public Law 566, the small watershed law. 

I again wish to emphasize the importance of the passage of this amendment 
to the agricultural interests of the United States, and particularly to the people 
of Colorado. 

It is hoped that we may count on you to use your influence to see that this 
amendment is acted upon before Congress adjourns this session, and your favor- 
able support of same when it comes before the Senate for a vote. 

Sincerely, 


L. B. CASSELMAN. 
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COLORADO ASSOCIATION oF Sor, CONSERVATION DIsTRICTs, 
Craig, Colo., June 26, 1956. 
Hon. GorDon ALLoTT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 
Deak SENATOR: Public hearings before the appropriate Senate committee on 
H. R. 8750, an act to amend Public Law 566, will be held soon. This legislation, 
as you no doubt know, pertains to the revision of the Small Watersheds Act. 
The people of our soil conservation district and Moffat County are very 
greatly concerned lest this legislation fails of enactment. To make Public Law 
566 workable and really effective we need and request this amending H. R. 8750. 
I believe Sentor Kerr of Oklahoma is chairman of the Senate committee that 
will hold hearings on this legislation. We ask that you give your best efforts at 
these hearings and, of course, your favorable vote on the Senate floor. 
Yours sincerely, 
I. P. Beckett, 
President, Yampa Soil Conservation District. 


COLORADO ASSOCIATION OF SOrm CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, 
Padroni, Colo., June 27, 1956. 
DEAR SENATOR: We thought that we were over the hill on the Poage amend- 
ment to Public Law 566. I received word through Clarance Svedinan from 
NASCD that the Senate version is not so liberal. We sincerely request you ap 
pear at the July 3, hearing of the Kerr committee and explain to the boys of the 
Senate, that we in Colorado have such varying conditions that it is absolutely 
necessary to have more leeway in operation of Small Watershed Act 
Thanks. 
D. B. BoSwWELL, President, Western Slope District. 


DEBEQUE, COLO., June 27, 1956. 

Dear SENATOR: Again I am writing you as a director on our State board of 
Association of Soil Conservation Districts and I think I represent the thought 
of most of the directors in my district. Although I am not as familiar with 
H. R. 8750 amendment to Public Law 566 I think it is a necessity for the best in- 
terests of the soil-conservation program in Colorado. 

Sincerely, 
Ray E. Rieke. 

Senator Atiorr. May I add this: Mr. Chairman, I do not know of 
any single question which has come before this Congress which has 

‘aised such Ww idespread interest as this particular bill and the other 
bills which are allied bills. My people, of course, as the chairman 
knows, have very much the same problems that his people have in his 
own State, and I think that accounts to a great degree for the interest 
which has been shown in this bill by the people of our State. We are 
very interested in it. 

We believe that the real steps to conservation are going to come 
between providing incentive and ability for people to control the 
waters and the floods at the high levels, to conserve the water, and to 
prevent these runoffs which deplete the soil and also create canyons 
throughout the West. 

Besides that I have nothing to add at this time except to say that we 
are very much in support of the bill. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to ask the Senator a few questions if I 
may. 

You are aware of the adverse position taken by various departments 
of the executive branch of the Government with reference to H. R. 
8750 ? 
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Senator AtLorr. Not the particular positions that they have taken; 
no, sir. I know that there are some branches which are not in favor 
of H. R. 8750. 

Senator Kerr. Now, some of the matters that are going to be before 
us are going to be with reference to these questions: No. 1, the removal 
of limitation on size of the reservoirs as contained in Public Law 566. 
Do you have any comment to make on that phase of the legislation ? 

Senator Atxiorr. Let me s oy first with respect to the financial im- 
plications of such legislation I do not feel that I am qualified to speak 
on that particular end of it, but I will also add this: That I believe 
that there should not be any small limitation such as 5,000 acre-feet 
on these reservoirs; 5,000 acre-feet will cover a lot of them, but it will 
not cover a great many of those that——— 

Senator Kerr. Then you favor removal at least of that limitation ¢ 

Senator Atxorr. That is right; I do. 

Senator Kerr. You certainly favor the expansion of the program to 
include irrigation benefits where possible, and municipal and indus- 
trial water supply ? 

Senator Atyorr. Very much so. To me, one of the most significant 
parts of this bill will be the expansion of that so that it will include 
joint municipal uses. 

The bill as I read it now—and I would be happy to be corrected if 
I do not understand it—will provide that municipal uses above that 
would have to be financed by the municipality or whoever was creating 
it entirely. 

Senator Casr. Well, Senator, do you mean by “financing” that they 
should advance the funds or that they should be liable for the addi- 
tional costs on a reimbursement plan over a period of years ? 

Senator Aniorr. Well, I am not thinking in terms of grant. I 
think they should be liable for it upon a reimbursement. 

Senator Kerr. But what the Senator is addressing himself to is one 
of the very pointed questions of this matter, and that is whether or 
not the municipality comes in at the beginning and pays for that part 
of it or whether they operate under the principle now applicable to 
irrigation users whereby the Federal Government would construct it 
and the municipality would agree to reimburse the Federal Govern- 
ment for part of their reservoir used for municipal water and do the 
reimbursement over a definite period of years with interest. 

Senator Attorr. The latter point, Mr. Chairman, is the point of 
view which most nearly reflects my own. I do not see how in many 
instances municipalities can do that, that is, go in and finance it them- 
selves. 

Senator Casr. At the outset? 

Senator Atiorr. At the outset. If we are going to accomplish the 
double-barreled objective that I see as far as municipalities are con- 
cerned, which is to supply them with additional water and also to 
contribute to flood control and to the conservation of water and lands, 
I believe that we have to make it a reimbursable project as is the nature 
with irrigation projects. 


I realize that this involves in a sense a new approach to what has 
been an old problem. 

Senator Case. We passed in the Senate last year a bill to authorize 
the Corps of Engineers to enter into contracts with the municipalities, 
to give the Corps of Engineers the same authority with respect to 
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projects constructed by them that the Bureau of Reclamation had for 
a long time on reclamation projects. Now, you would be in favor 
then of m: aking these small watershed development projects compara- 
ble in that respect to what has been previous! y—— 

Senator AutLotT. To the principle of the bill we adopted last year, 
res. 

Senator Kerr. Now, another one of the elements of this legislation 
which will be subject to a good deal of discussion is identical in 
principal with the general flood-control law, and that is that this 
legislation would require the Federal Government to pay the entire 
cost of the flood control portion of the structure. Does that meet with 
your approval é 

Senator Auxorr. [ will have to say that I have some very serious 
reservations on the flood control features, on having the Federal 
Government pay all of the flood control features of the bill. 

Senator Kerr. Who should pay them in your judgment ¢ 

Senator ALLorr. It seems to me that the people who are involved 
should at the very least pay the bulk of those. I look at those, sir, in 
more or less the same light that one would look at a special improve- 
ment district. 

Senator Kerr. Well, now, you supported the Upper Colorado proj- 
ect. 

Senator AtLorr. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. The Federal Government would pay all of the flood 
control portion of that cost without reimbursement. 

Senator Auxotr. I believe they will, yes. 

Senator Kerr. Now, do you favor a different principle with refer- 
ence to this project 

Senator ALuorr. Well, Mr. Chairman, let me express this to you this 
way: I am not certain that is not a differentiation between a project of 
such great magnitude for example as the Upper Colorado River proj- 
ect. The payment of the flood control features by the Federal Gov- 
ernment is a long, long recognized principle. I recognize that. I 
have never been certain in my own mind that it is completely justified. 

Senator Kerr. Let me say this to you—— 

Senator Attorr. I can say this—may I complete this thought ? 

Senator Kerr. Sure. 

Senator Atiotr. That as far as the people in Colorado are con- 
cerned, while there are some who would like to have the flood con- 
trol features completely borne by the Federal Government, the great 
portion of the people in Colorado are willing to undertake these 
projects upon the basis of simply being able to finance them and re- 
imburse the Federal Government for them. 

Senator Kerr. What I started to say was that I favor and will do 
all I can to get a bill cut of this committee which will include a pro- 
vision whereby the Federal Government will follow the same prin- 
ciple in these reservoirs that it has traditionally followed in its entire 
history of flood control. And that is that the flood control portion 
of the cost be paid by the Federal Government. 

I cannot reconcile in my own thinking a situation whereby a lot 
of people would get the benefits of a flood control project paid a 
hundred percent by the Federal Government so long as it was in 
one project, and then have another program coming along whereby 
a lot of people would get a similar benefit but have to pay for it 
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because there were not very many of them benefited by any single 
element of the program. 

Senator Autorr. You have put your finger on the crux of the 
matter. The thing about which I do not feel qualified to testify is 
what the financial effects, ultimate financial effects, would be if we 
immediately got a widespread use of public works all over the country 
about which the Government was going to assume the complete finan- 
cial responsibility. That is the matter that concerns me in this, and 
I think most of our people interested in this bill are also concerned 
with the same thing. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, you spoke about what the Federal 
Government had done during the entire history of flood control legis- 
lation. Now, my memory is not perfect, and I have not looked this 
up, but it runs in my mind that in 1927 when I think the Federal 
Government went into the flood control business that at that time 
there was a definite requirement that the local community should 
furnish the rights-of-way and provide certain other local contribu- 
tions. 

Senator Kerr. Now, that requirement is in this bill. 

Senator Case. But at the time that I first drove to Washington, 
when I was first elected to Congress, I came through Ohio, and I ate 
in a restaurant where the water had been up almost to the ceiling in 
that restaurant, and then I came on down here and I heard debates 
about the inability of those Ohio communities to furnish as much in 
the way of local contributions as had been required. 

I recall a debate in the House of Representatives in which Tom 
Jenkins, still a Congressman from Ohio and one of the veterans, spoke 
of these Ohio communities who had gone bankrupt trying to meet 
these flood problems. And he was arguing for the position which the 
Congress did write in, I think, in per haps it was the act of 1938, that 
the Federal Government would go further in providing these rights- 
of-way on the theory that the benefits extended farther downstream, 
and you could not have the project for the benefit of maybe a hundred 
miles downstream if you required every community all along the 
line to provide rigidly all the costs of rights-of-way and things of 
that. sort. 

So I think the Flood Control Act of about 1938 liberalized the posi- 
tion of the Federal Government in that respect. 

Now, I believe that it is still the policy of the Corps of Engineers to 
ask for local contributions in the way of rights-of-way, rehabilitation 
of highways, roads, streets and bridges, and things like that when it 
sees that that is important to make a project feasible and when it 
seems to be a fair thing to do. I think they do that as a matter of 
discretion. 

But I agree with the chairman that to the extent that the flood-con- 
trol features are similar to the flood-control features for which the 
Federal Government pays in the larger projects, the Federal Govern- 
ment ought to make a contribution on the smaller projects. 

I think a line, however, might be drawn where the benefits are par- 
ticularly assessable and applic: able to a single or a huge beneficiary or 
they can be directly assessable that some judgment and discretion 
should be applied. 

Senator Atorr. Mr. Chairman, on that subject, I was trying to 
draw this line here. I am thinking particularly in terms of where 
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the so-called flood benefits are essentially benelits to one, two, or a 
few people or a small area. Now, I can think in my own State of 
many such instances. In other words, are you going to go—I do not 
mean you personally—but are we going to think in terms of this so 
that the Government is going to finance one or more dams on ever y- 
one’s land, all of which are flood control or m: iy be properly termed 
“flood control,” and would that obligate the Government to undert: - 
such a program not once but maybe many times on the lands of 
single individual ? 

In other words, I want to point up what the Senator from South 
Dakota was hinting at, which in my opinion presents a very serious 
problem. I can—— 

Senator Kerr. I recognize that it is a very serious problem. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman—— 

Senator Kerr. Yes, Senator Hruska. : 

Senator Hruska. May I ask the Senator from Colorado if we pre- 
suppose a situation where the construction of one of these dams would 
benefit one landowner as distinguished from a general benefit distrib- 
uted throughout the countryside, would not that present a much 
different situation than some of the situations we have in the con- 
struction of these dams where many landowners may be distantly 
removed but would be benefited from the construction of that dai ¢ 

Senator Attorr. Well, [think so. It really is not true that it would 
ever benefit just one landowner. 

Senator Hruska. I understand, but if we accept that hypothesis. 

Senator Atiorr. If you accept that, | think your situation would 
be true. Because actually what may happen is that you may have an 
area which receives heavy rains—gully-washers, as we call them out 
in the West—and maybe you will have only 4 or 5 landowners there 
who are affected by it. It may do great damage within that area, 
not just this year but next year. And you m: iy see the effects of that 
erosion on every hand. However, by the time it leaves that area it 
may have reached the reaches of streams which are then capable and 
able to handle it without having any flood damage actually to anyone 
below that. 

Senator Hruska. Now, if that hypothetical situation which I gave 
could be envisioned, would there not be somewhere bet ween there and 
the upper Colorado storage project a vast range which would encom- 
pass situations where benefits could be computed as we ing conferred 
within a relatively smal] area and therefore the cost of the construc- 
tion of the project could be equitably charged to that relatively small 
number of people? That situation would be different from large dams 
which would be of general benefit to the entire countryside extending 
maybe hundreds of ‘mniles; is that not true ? 

Senator Attorr. I do not think there is any question about that. I 
can think of one area that in my own mind—lI went over it last sum- 
mer, and it affects possibly 30 or 40 families. And I believe it is con- 
trolled below that. Now, there you have a limited matter. I can think 
of other particular places—— 

Senator Kerr. Now, let’s take that situation. 

Senator Atorr. Where only one is interested in it. 

Senator Kerr. Let’s take that situation where there are 30 families. 

Senator Atiorr. I would say 30 to 40, just taking a rough guess. 
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Senator Kerr. Just take a hypothetical situation of 30 iso Ege 
And let’s say the project there would cost $300,000. That would | 
$10,000 a family. Now, my judgment is that the cost of the apie r 
Colorado when applied-to all the families benefited would not exceed 
$10,000 a family. 

Senator Atictr. Are you speaking just of the flood-control feature ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. “Now, what I cannot do, as far as I am con- 
cerned, is to ride to the conelusion that if you buil | a $300,000 project 
that benefits 30 families you ought to charge them $10,000 apiece, but 
if yqu have got a $30 million project that benefits 

Senator Attorr. 300,000 would it be? 

Senator Kerr. [ think it would be 30,000 families. I do not want 
to get lost here in the maze of mathematical comparisons. But assum- 
ing that it was 30,000 families, why should you do something for 30,000 
families for nothing and refuse to do it for 30 families—if they are 
in a similar position and you are going to carry on a similar project 
and work on a similar program ? 

Senator AuLorr. The chairman loves to do what I like to do in 
arguing, and that is to draw in from the extremes and show things 
that make it look very bad. And there is a great deal of merit in what 
he says. I do not know what the answer is in between. It occurs 
to me that there is an area here, however, in which the benefits may 
not in a sense be completely public, and this is in the lower end of 
the scale where the elements are not public but more in an individual 
sense. 

I would come back at the chairman and answer his question this 
way: How would you control, if you go into such a thing, the build- 
ing of, say, 5 dams on my land, Which essenti: ally is going to protect 
me from flood but which does not essentially affect other people except 
maybe 2 or 3 or 4 families? 

Senator Kr rR. Well, the first thing I would do in responding to that 
would be to ask you to illustrate a “situation by a place, and I think 
that it would be difficult to find. But if it were found, I would say 
that I would see no reason to discriminate against one individual as 
contrasted to 2 or + or 40 or 1,000. 

It occurs to me that in a certain field of flood control the Federal 
Government has validated the principle of responsibility for the cost 
of prevention of floods. But I intended to develop this along the line 
that if you were going to impose upon 1 or 10 or 20 families all or a 
portion of that flood-control cost, would you do it by compelling them 
to advance the money or would you do it on the basis of letting them 
have the same opportunity to reimburse any cost imposed upon them 
along the same line as is now available to those in an irrigation district 
or as is proposed with reference to a municipality here with reference 
to the part of the cost allocable to the storage of the water for that 
municipality ? 

Senator ArLorr. Would there be any objection to permitting both ? 

Senator Kerr. There surely would not be any dijection 1 if he is 
going to make it on a reimbursable basis to giving him a privilege to 
pay for it at the start. But if they are going to pay for the flood con- 
trol cost, why have the Federal Government do it? Why have the 
Federal Government build it if one man, if this one man 

Senator Atiorr. Maybe I have given the wrong impression; I feel 
that the Federal Government does have a responsibility in this. The 
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one end of the spectrum, so to speak, that worries me is if the Federal 
Government covers- — ‘re are probably people who can testify to this 
more adequately than I, but if the Federal Government is going to 
embrace this whole held, how is it going to aa building dams on 
the lands of almost every farmer and rancher in your State or mine 
or any other place ? 

In other words, is it not going to encompass such a huge program 
that the financial aspects of it preclude it / 

Senator Kerr. Well, I want to tell you that the passage of this act, 
if passed in line with the recommendations before the committee, will 

certainly carry the Federal Government a much greater part of the 
distance between its present posture and the one you have described. 

Senator Auxort. I think that is right, sir. 

Senator Kerr. The passage of this act is going to take us more than 
halfway between where we are now and the situation you describe, 
in my judg: nent. But, of course, the other answer to the question is 
that that matter is not before the committee. 

And don’t misunderstand me. I am not seeking to embarrass my 
good friend from Colorado. I am just exploring with him the ele- 
ments that are going to be before this committee in the consideration 
of this bill. 

Senator AtxLorr. That is correct, and I recognize those elements. 
I am concerned about them, because, being from a country such as 
Iam 

Senator Kerr. And such as I am in the western part of Oklahoma. 

Senator AuLorr. And such as you are. 

Senator Kerr. And our friends from Nebraska and South Dakota. 

Senator Atuvorr. And such as these two people. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator A..orr. I recognize the implied situation that might come, 
for example, through western Nebraska, western South Dakota, a good 
portion of Oklahoma and a good portion of Colorado. We might 
easily have an application for the building of these flood-control 
projects on individual farms and individual small—rather than use 
“individual” I will use “very small units”’—in such quantities that 
the financial implications of it are just beyond the imagination. And 
I do not seek to avoid any answer on the thing, but I do not have an 
answer to it. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, may I ask this further question 
of the Senator from Colorado. The way I understand Public Law 
566 now and as envisioned in H. R. 8750, it would still be incumbent 
upon the individual projects of this kind to furnish the land and the 
~asements, the rights-of-way, and the maintenance, and these other 
things which are heretofore furnished. Now, in some instances the 
cost of those elements is great, so great that it puts an undue burden 
on the people within that project to pay for construction of the dam. 

As I understand further, this Public Law 566 does give discretion 
to the Department of Agriculture to sort of alleviate that situation 
and put less of a burden of actual construction on those people in that 
situation, recognizing I presume in theory that this is a common prob- 
lem and it is one that should be met and where those burdens are too 
great the people should be relieved in portion. 

80696—56——2 
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However, in many situations those costs for rights-of-way and ease- 
ments and those prelimin: ry measures are relatively light, and in the 
interest of imposing some degree of responsibility on the ore who 
participate, the cost of construction is added a little to their bill so 
that they feel some responsibility and so on. 

Does that theory and do those provisions in Public Law 566 more 
nearly measure up to your thinking and to your sympathy than the 
other extreme which would put the entire cost of construction on the 
Federal Government ? 

Senator Atiorr. Well, I think so. I think there has to be a degree 
of flexibility in here. If you take the other extreme—and I a no 
authority in fiscal matters—but if you take the other extreme I do 
not see how the United States Government could hope to ever get 
appropriations enough to do the work that would be demanded. 

Senator Hruska. Not that it is worth very much, but I wanted to 

say that that is my personal thinking as one member of the committee 
as of this time. I will try to keep. my mind open because we have 
hearings coming here, but philosophically and in general thinking I 
would subscribe to that idea. 

Senator Kerr. Are there other questions or any further statement 
from the Senator? 

Senator Atuorr. No, Mr. Chairman. I just say this in conclusion 
and then I must excuse myself. I feel and I know that the committee 
has a very, very difficult decision to make in this area which we have 
just been discussing, and IT am not unmindful of it at all. It occurs 
to me that there are some areas where the Government should not 
assume all of the expense. And how that line shall be drawn is some- 
thing that I believe this committee will only produce after rather com- 
plete hearings and probably after a lot of discussion. 

I thank the Senator and the members of the committee for the op- 
portunity of being heard. 

Senator Kerr. T hank you. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, may T ask just one question of the 
Senator from Colorado? T invite your attention to page 2 of H. R. 
8750, lines 15 to 18, where it is proposed to amend section 4 of the 
existing act by striking out certain language and then inserting: 

That the Secretary shall not require local organizations to assume any part of 
the construction cost of structural measures applicable to flood prevention. 

Would you think that we could get better language for that if we 
were to make it permissible for the Federal Govampeant to assume 
the cost of the flood-control features? As I read i 
me a prohibition. 

Senator Auvorrt. I believe this is mandatory. I do not think there 
is any question about that. 

Senator Kerr. That prohibition is with reference to the construc- 
tion cost of structural measures. 

Senator AtLorr. Yes. 

Senator Case. I would like to know whether that is on all fours with 
our general flood-control law. I think that the Army engineers can 
accept contributions from local organizations where it seems desir- 
able to make a feasible project. 

Senator Kerr. Well, yes, and under this bill the local element will 
furnish rights-of-way and operate and maintain the project. 


, that seems to 
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Senator Case. I think as a matter of policy it might be all right, 
but as to the strict prohibition I would say not. 

Senator Kerr. I think the Senator has a very constructive thought 
there. It would occur to me, to get the benefit of it from the stand 
point of getting more projects on the basis of being economic: lly 
feasible, that there should be a proviso that would in certain condi 
tions permit local participation where economic justification could 
not otherwise be established. 

Senator Case. The local people in some instances would feel that 
they could make the project feasible by a small contribution—— 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Case. And they would do it. But if it had to stand en- 
tirely on its own from a Federal standpoint they might not. 

Senator Atiorr. I might point out, Mr. Chairman, since the ques 
tion was directed to me, a peculiarity of the language of this proviso. 
It would appear, when it says that the Secretary shall not require 
local paanilaabieke to assume any part of the construction cost of 
structural measures, that that is a mandatory requirement. How 
ever, if you will read that more carefully, it says the Secretary shall 
not require. It means that he shall not require it as a prerequisite. 

Senator Casr. It lets him accept it ¢ 

Senator Atiorr. But it might imply he could accept it. But the 
language is susceptible of construction the other way I believe. 

Senator Kerr. Now, the present law states that the 
Secretary shall require as a condition to providing Federal assistance for the 
installation of works of improvement that local organizations shall acquire 
without cost to the Federal Government such land, easements, or rights-of-way 
as will be needed in connection with works of improvement installed with 
Federal assistance and assume such proportionate share of the cost of install 
ing any works of improvement involving Federal assistance as may he deter 
mined by the Secretary to be equitable in consideration of anticipated benefits 
from such improvements. 

Senator Atitorr. What has that percentage been running¢ Can 
anyone answer that ? 

Senator Kerr. What's that? 

Senator ALLorr. What has that percentage been running? I went 
into this matter last fall 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Brown is here. 

Senator Atiorr. What has been the policy on that ? 

Mr. Cart Brown. Well, sIr, on the total cost of construction of 
structural measures the percentage of local contribution has been 
about 32 percent in projects planned to date. That includes the cost 
of the land, easements and rights-of-way and the capitalized value of 
operation and maintenance. ‘On the cash contribution to cost of con- 
struction it has been about 17 percent on the projects thus far planned. 
And what this bill, H. R. 8750, would do would be to eliminate this 
17 percent. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Brown, is that an overall average, that 17 
percent ¢ 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. That is an average on the first 30 projects 
that have been planned, of which 24 have been submitted to the 
Congress. 

Senator Hruska. Could you tell us what the range is in those per- 
centages ! 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hruska. This is construction of the structures that I am 
talking about. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. The contribution to construction cost has 
ranged from a low of 10 percent to a high of about 50 percent for flood 
prevention features. 

Senator Case. But the average is about 17? 

Mr. Brown. About 17 percent, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think that this brings out the point 
I was trying to get at, and I do not think that we ought to make a 
mandatory prohibition here or a mandatory pepe ment that would 
be inconsistent with the general flood control act 

Senator Kerr. Very wood. 

\nything further from this witness ¢ 

Senator AtLorr. Thank you. I appreciate very much being here. 

Senator Kerr. If there are no further questions, I want to put in a 
statement by my distinguished colleague, Senator Monroney, on 
IH. R. 8750. ' 


(The statement of Senator Monroney is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR A. S. MIKE MONRONEY 


Mr. Chairman, my senior colleague, members of the subcommittee, when I first 
came to Congress as a Member of the House almost 18 years ago, the term “flood 
prevention” was virtually unheard. Instead, we spoke about “flood control,” 
which was indicative of the fact that most of us thought in terms of trying to 
control floods after they occurred, and not in terms of preventing floods before 
they occurred. 

The accepted concept of flood control was to build giant dams, levees, floodways, 
etc., on the lower reaches of the main-stem rivers. Gradually it became apparent 
that we could not build the levees high enough, or straighten the channels fast 
enough to control flooding by rushing the water to the sea in raging streams that 
carried away our precious topsoil. Something else was needed to complement 
our main-stem flood control efforts. 

In the early 1940’s a new idea began taking shape. Instead of facilitating the 
flow of raintall from the hillsides to gullies, creeks, and tributary rivers into the 
already swollen main streams to be rushed to the sea, why not control the water 
where it fell, not after it fell? 

The idea was advanced that floods could be reduced efficiently and economically 
by trapping water on upstream tributaries, where over half of all flood damage 
occurs, by building small detention dams, deflectors, gully plugs, diversion ditches, 
and other improvements to minimize downstream flood conditions which farmers 
and landowners ior the most part could do themselves. 

I was convinced that the idea had merit and was unquestionably sound. When 
it was proposed to try out this new approach on a few selected representative 
watersheds, I gave the legislation my wholehearted support and was successful 
in getting the Washita, a river which flows across the district I was then repre- 
senting, included as 1 of the 11 watersheds on which this rather revolutionary 
experiment would be tried. 

Entire watersheds on the Washita have been completed, and the experiment 
is succeeding beyond the wildest expectations of even those of us who were the 
most enthusiastic advocates. Mr. Chairman, you have personally inspected this 
work and know far better than I could express what has been accomplished. 
You know, too, of the tremendous support the watershed treatment program has 
among soil conservation districts, farmers, and others genuinely interested in 
water and soil conservation. 

With positive proof that floods could be reduced efficiently by upstream pre- 
vention, I felt that the program ought to have more than the 2 or 3 pennies out of 
every flood-control dollar it was getting. Early in the 83d Congress, I reintro- 
duced a bill I had introduced earlier to establish a temporary commission to in- 
vestigate the costs and effects of watershed programs for flood control in agri- 
cultural watersheds. My purpose was to dramatize the results attained by the 
watershed program and spotlight the fact that it was not receiving proper 
credit and recognition at appropriation time. 
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While my bill was never acted on, 3 years ago the Soil Conservation Service 
started 60 “pilot” projects to show that local people could and would take the 
initiative in meeting their flood problems. One year later the Congress contirined 
upstream prevention as a national policy by passing Public Law 566, which H. R 
S750, the bill you now have before you, seeks to amend. 

I am very preud of Public Law 566 and of the fact that I was the only Senator 
among the sponsers who was not a member of the Agriculture Committee. 

When President Eisenhower signed the legislation into law, he said: “This 
act recognizes by law for the first time the great importance of upstream water- 
shed protection * * * For the first time, also, this act provides a broad program 
of Federal technical and financial assistance to such local watershed groups as 
are willing to assume the responsibility for initiating carrying out and sharing 
the costs * * *” 

I felt when Public Law 566 was passed that it was not perfect and that it left 
a lot to be desired. However, I was more than willing to take anything we 
could get because the most important objective at the time was to get positive 
Federal recognition of the importance of upstream watershed protection, and we 
accomplished that. 

What has happened in the nearly 2 years since Public Law 566 signed? On 
June 8, less than a month ago, the Secretary of Agriculture announced approval 
of the first locally initiated watershed project under the law. In his announce 
ment Secretary Benson commented on this as “opening the way for prompt action 
on one of the most important resource conservation developments this Nation 
has ever undertaken.” 

Thirteen watershed projects have finally been approved, but there are at least 
16,500 small watersheds in this country, involving well over GSO million acres, 
urgently needing treatment for upstream flood prevention, and it looks like most 
of them will be wanting the Soil Conservation Service to plan a project for them. 
As of yesterday, SCS had received approved applications from 541 watersheds, 
all of which have cleared through a State approving agency before being sent 
to Washington. Many more are in process. No one knows how many hunireds 
more are being generated out in the hills. 

Now that the success of the program, the need and the demand for it have 
been demonstrated, changes in the law are urgently needed if we ever expect 
to keep pace with the rapidly increasing backlog of applications. 

Under present law, Federal aid is limited to watersheds no larger than 250,000 
acres. No dams holding more than 2,500 acre-feet can be built without specific 
approval of the Senate and House Agriculture Committees. Local organizations 
must provide the nee‘led land, easements, rights of way and must pay a share 
of the installations costs of any works. <A project submitted by a local group 
has to run the gamut of a State approving agency, the SCS, the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Interior if the 
plan includes floodwater detention structure or irrigation works, and the Office 
of the President. If the plan gets that far, it still goes to Congress for possible 
disapproval if it involves more than 2,500 acre-feet capacity, or wait 45 days if it 
does not. I understand that in addition the Bureau of the Budget and the De- 
partment of Agriculture have added to the strictures with a pile of rules and 
regulations 1 inch thick by actual measurement. 

H. R. 8750 would go a long way toward relieving the backlog of applications 
that is rapidly piling up on the desks of the SCS, and at the same time broaden 
the scope of the law and make it more equitable for the local cooperators. The 
basic principle of the act, however, would remain unchanged. 

If amended as proposed by H. R. 8750, the Secretary of Agriculture could 
assist local organizations in carrying out multiple-purpose water- and land- 
management programs rather than one confined exclusively to flood prevention 
and agricultural water management. This means that municipal and industrial 
water supply, recreation, fish and wildlife improvement, and pollution abatement 
could be included. These are recognized features of reclamation acts and simi- 
lar legislation and certainly there seems no justification for not including them 
in the Small Watershed Act. 

The amendments also permit the planning of structures of more than 5,000 
acre-feet if they are an integral part of a watershed plan in which the capacity 
in excess of 5,000 acre-feet is for purposes other than flood prevention. The 
costs of any capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet would have to be borne entirely 
by the local group. In some cases it would be unrealistic to impose a firm 5,000 
acre-feet limitation, and since the beauty of the watershed program lies in the 
fact that it can be tailored to fit the needs of individual areas, this amendment 
should be aceepted. 
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A very important provision of H. R. 8750 is the one which would require the 
Federal Government to bear the total construction costs of flood prevention 
structures. The conservancy districts are required to acquire all lands, ease- 
ments and rights-of-way, bear the full cost of their operation and maintenance, 
and agree to carry out recommended soil-conservation measures on at least 50 
percent of the lands above the drainage area of any reservoir. I am in full accord 
with the House position that these requirements alone represent an equitable 
sharing of costs. The present requirement that local organizations bear a part 
of this cost is in many cases the one single factor preventing the carrying out of 
a watershed program. It should be eliminated. 

Much progress in eliminating the delay in handling of the small projects, 
which will constitute the bulk of the applications for assistance, could be made 
by adopting the amendment that they not be submitted to Congress if the Federal 
contribution does not exceed $250,000. SCS estimates that in 50 to 70 percent 
of the projects, the Federal contribution will not exceed $250,000, but if this 
amendment is not accepted, they will still have to lie before the appropriate 
committees of the Congress for 45 days before actual operations could start. 
The SCS should be given discretion on these small-scale projects. 

I want to mention here that a number of applications are now pending before 
the committees, and others will probably be received in the immediate future. 
The chances are that Congress will have adjourned before the 45-day waiting 
period is up, which means these approved projects will have to wait until after 
the new Congress convenes next year. This seems to me to be a useless and 
uncalled for delay. It has not been possible to get them to Congress sooner since 
the program is just getting started, and while none of these is in Oklahoma, I 
feel some special provision should be made just this one time for automatic 
approval of the projects pending before the committees at adjournment. With 
the program rolling now, this situation will probably not arise again. 

Of major importance is the amendment authorizing the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to make long-term loans to local organizations to finance the local share 
of costs. As you know, there is no present provision of law whereby loans for 
this purpose can be made to local groups. Inquiry was made of the Farmers 
Home Administration as to the availability of financial assistance under the 
Water Facilities Act in connection with one of the watershed projects in Okla- 
homa. It was the decision of FHA that authority does not exist under that 
act to make such a loan. 

The inability of local groups to raise a rather large cash contribution, along 
with the requirement that they bear a part of the cost of flood detention struc- 
tures, has been a major deterrent to the active planning of many watershed 
projects. These loans would be repaid over a period of 50 years at the going 
Government interest rate. The REA electric and rural telephone cooperatives 
have made the best record of loan repayment in history, and there is no reason to 
doubt that the Federal Government would not get a full return on its investment 
in local watershed groups. 

Under this amendment, municipalities would also be eligible for loans. Water 
is a serious problem in most of the Western States, and adoption of this amend- 
ment would be of tremendous assistance to many of the smaller communities in 
solving their water problems. This ties in with the section 2 amendment which 
would permit the development of municipal and industrial water supplies. I 
sincerely hope this ioan authority will be accepted. In addition to giving local 
groups badly needed assistance, it will be a lifesaver for communities which 
cannot justify or afford a single-purpose water storage project. There are a 
number of communities in Oklahoma now awaiting the final outcome of this 
legislation in the hope that they can at last provide an adequate source of water 
supply at a reasonable cost. 

In conclusion let me say that H. R. 8750 has virtually the unanimous support of 
soil conservation districts in Oklahoma. My files are jammed with letters from 
every section of the State strongly urging that the Senate approve this House- 
passed bill. To their pleas, I add my own, and strongly urge that you favorably 
report this bill so final action may be had prior to adjournment of Congress. 

I will not take your time by reading them, but I wish to add here for the 
record excerpts from a few of the many letters I have received in support of 
H. R. 8750. 

From the Noble County Soil Conservation District: “In our judgment, the 
Poage amendments to the Flood Prevention Act of 1954 will materially aid and 
benefit the whole progress of conservation, especially upstream flood control.” 

From the Valliant Soil Conservation District: “H. R. 8750 would be a big 
improvement.” 
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From the Creek ‘County Soil Conservation District: “We definitely want to 
see passage of the Poage’’bill, H. R. 8750, which will greatly improve the 
program that can be carried out under Public Law 566.” 

From Little Deep Fork Soil and Water Conservation Association: “We are 
vitally interested in the passage of the Poage bill, H. R. S750 * * *.” 

From the Wewoka Creek Water & Soil Conservation Association: “We are 
happy to know that Congress has realized the impediments in Public Law 
566, * * * (and now plans to amend it as proposed in H. R. 8750.” 


Senator Kerr. We will now hear from Senator Frank Carlson. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CARLSON, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 


Mr. Cartson. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the privilege 
of appearing before this subcommittee in behalf of proposed amend 
ments to the Watershed Protection and Fleod Prevention Act. « 

There are several bills pending before this committee proposing 
amendments, one of them Satan Senate 3243, which I introduced on 
February 20 of this year. As these bills deal generally with the same 
subject matter, I would urge the committee to use H. R. 8750, a bill 
that passed the House of Representatives earlier this session, in ordet 
that we might secure completed congression: . by gor this year. 

The proposed amendments are the result of 2 years experience in 
the field with the Hope- Aiken Water Fac ities Act, which was ap- 
proved in the 83d Congress. 

It is my personal opinion that there can be no legislation with more 
far-reaching benefits than legislation that deals with the control of 
water run-off at its source. It is my personal opinion that the future 
development of our Nation, and I know definitely the State of Kansas, 
will be largely determined by the amount of water we can conserve 
and use for conservation and beneficial utilization. 

Our State, as many States in the Midwest, has periods of excessive 
rainfall which results in floods and then we have period of subnormal 

rainfall which results in severe droughts and water shortages. We 

are now going through one of the latter periods. Lack of water for 
livestock, irrigation, and municipal purposes is causing grave concern 
in many areas. 

The Hope-Aiken bill approved in the 83d Congress authorized the 
establishment of pilot projects for the purpose of determining the 

value of complete control of water runoff on watersheds. W hile it 
is true that watersheds already completed or under construction are 
small in area, they have proved valuable for this purpose. 

We in Kansas have six of these projects. They are being con- 
structed by the State Soil Conservation Service in cooperation with 
the Federal Government and local organizations. They have demon- 
strated and are demonstrating the true value of this type of work. 

I enthusiastically support and urge the committee to approve legis- 
lation that will greatly expand this program. 

1. One of the proposals in the pending legislation provides that 
local organizations shall not be required to assume any part of the 
construction costs of structural measures applicable to flood preven- 
tion. 

This amendment is designed to substantially equalize cost sharing in 
the watershed protection and flood prevention program with that 
provided for in the flood control acts, reclamation acts and similar 
legislation. 











20 AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


Since 1938 Congress, by legislative enactment, has provided for 
the construction of dams and reservoirs for flood control and reclama- 
tion whose cost is completely borne by the Federal Government. 

It is my contention that dams and reservoirs built under this pro- 
gram, which are of sufficient size to be of value for flood protection, 
shoul | receive the same consideration. 

Many farmers write me that in the soil and water conservation 
program, a number of the dams are of such size and the reservoirs 
are of such capacity that they are unable to finance their construction. 
This amendment would relieve that situation and greatly increase the 
benefits of the entire program, not only for flood control, but for the 
impounding of water that is of great value in ovr State. 

ven if this amendment were adopted, the local organizations would 
still be required to acquire all lands, easements and rights-of-way 
and to assume the full cost of their operation and maintenance. 

2. “One of the amendments that I heartily endorse permits the build- 
ing of dams with a capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet if the capacity 
in excess of that figure is for purposes other than flood prevention and 
the construction cost of such excess capacity is borne entirely by the 
local cooperating organizations. 

This would permit municipalities and other taxing units who need to 
expand or replenish their water supply to cooperate in this program of 
control of water runoff for securing water for beneficial uses. 

It is my contention that these amendments with others proposed in 
the pending legislation could operate without conflict with other pro- 
grams for soil conservation, control of water runoff at its source, flood 
control and reclamation. 

Another amendment provides for long-term loans at the Govern- 
ment rate of interest to local organizations for the purpose of financing 
their share of the cost of these programs. 

The pilot projects that we have constructed have demonstrated that 
the overall cost runs into rather substantial figures and the benefits 
are of long-range value. This, I believe, warrants the Federal Gov- 
ernment setting up a plan of financing at low interest rates for the con- 
struction of these projects that could be amortized over a period of 10, 
20 or more years. 

4. Our experience with these projects has demonstrated that great 
delay is encountered in securing approval of small projects by ‘Con- 
oress. 

This bill provides that projects for which the Federal contribution 
is $25,000 and less should not be required to have congressional ap- 
proval. 

This amendment is important in that it would eliminate much red 
tape and delay in this important program. 

Mr. Chairman, again I cannot express too strongly my personal in- 
terest in this legislation, and urge immediate action by the committee 
so that we may secure complete Congressional approval before this 
session of Congress adjourns. 

Senator Kerr. Is Congressman Lester Johnson of Wisconsin here ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Come around, Congressman. 

Prior to that, I want to insert in the record a statement by Senator 
Earle Clements in support of legislation to amend Public Law 566, 
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and also statements by Senator W. Kerr Scott and Senator Wallace 
F. Bennett. 

(The statements of Senator Clements, Senator Bennett, and Senator 
Scott follow :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR EARLE C. CLEMENTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appear today specifically 
in support of S. 3023, the bill the late Senator Barkley and I introduced, but 1 
want to say at the outset that I have no pride in authorship and I am not in- 
terested in seeing my name on any legislation finally enacted. My primary in- 
terest and objectives go to the principles involved in this legislation, for 1 feel 
that we are charting a course which the Nation ought to follow in the handling 
of water as a great natural resource. 

Furthermore, I want to say that since the introduction of S. 3023 my further 
study of this subject and the problems which we seek to remedy have convinced 
me that five amendments to that bill are needed. 

These amendments are designed primarily to guarantee: (1) That benefits 

from projects proposed for construction under this act will exceed ¢! 
(2) that there will be a satisfactory review and coordination of the program with 
other Federal agencies involved in related activities; and (3) that there will be 
retained the principle that Congress will review each project before any Federal 
funds are expended for construction. 

Legislation on this subject has been passed by the House of Representatives 
in the form of H. R. 8750, which is now before this subcommittee. This measure 
has good points, and it should be passed if the Senate is not willing to give at 
tention to what I consider to be some other important considerations and princi 
ples that are contained in 8S. 8023 as I propose to amend it. 

In this connection, I would like to call attention to the fact that the Senate and 
House and their conferees have approved H. R. 5881, and that legislation would 
provide benefits to the people of 17 Western States where the Federal reclama 
tion laws apply which would not be provided to other States under H.R. S750. I 
have sought through S. 30283 and the amendments I propose to make benefits 
available to the people of other States comparable to those provided under H. R 
DS8S1. I am confident that Congress desires to deal as fairly with the other 31 
States as it has with the 17 Western States. 

I would like to add that there are a number of reasons why I have reached 
the conclusion that Congress should maintain close scrutiny of the small water- 
shed program to be carried out through the Department of Agriculture. The 
first is that this is a relatively new program, and firm policies for its adminis 
stration have not been developed. The appropriation which has been made for 
fiscal year 1957 will make possible the submission of only a small number of 
projects, and it will be no major task for congressional committees to review 
them. Congressional review also can mean, in my judgment, that Congress can 
provide much more flexibility in the consideration of benefits which may arise 
from these projects without the risk of administrative determinations that would 
push the program into areas where Congress may not feel it Should go. Finally, 
it is my belief that Congress wants complete coordination of related programs, 
and needs an opportunity to determine whether the administration is providing 
such coordination. 

Here I would like the subecommittee’s permission to insert in the record the 
five suggested amendments to which I referred above, and hereafter in my state- 
ment address my remarks to S. 3023 as it would be changed by these amend- 
ments. 

(1) On page 2, beginning with line 10, strike out down through line 14, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

*“(2) to make such studies as may be necessary for determining the physical, 
financial, and economic soundness of plans for works of improvement, including 
a determination as to whether benefits exceed costs ;” 

(2) On page 2, beginning with the proviso in line 19, strike out down through 
line 25, and insert in lieu thereof the following : 

“Provided further, That the Secretary shall assume that part of the construction 
costs allocable to agricultural phases of the conservation, development, utiliza- 
tion, and disposal of water which is equal to the present worth of the interest 
that would accrue on a loan for such construction costs over a period of 50 years, 
whether or not a loan is made to the local organization under the provisions of 
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section 8 of this Act. The rate of interest shall be determined as provided in 
section 8 of this Act ;”. 

(3) On page 3, beginning with line 10, strike out down through line 12, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

‘(2) the Secretary has determined that the benefits exceed the costs and that 
the works of improvement are financially feasible; and”. 

(4) On page 3, beginning with line 16, strike out all through line 3 on page 
4, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“(b) Upon receipt of an application for works of improvement which (1) in- 
cludes reciamation or irrigation works or which affects public or other lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Interior, or (2) includes Federal 
assistance for floodwater detention structures, a brief description of the appli- 
cation and of the proposed works of improvement shall be submitted to the 
Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of the Army, respectively, for his 
information and review. Final plans for any such works of improvement shall 
be submitted to the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of the Army, re- 
spectively, for his views and recommendations at least sixty days prior to trans- 
mission of such plans to the Congress through the President. The views and 
recommendations of the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of the Army, 
if received by the Secretary prior to the expiration of the above sixty-day period, 
shall acconipany the plan transmitted by the Secretary to the Congress. ’ 

(5) On page 4, beginning with line 4, strike out down through line 13, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“(c¢) The Secretary shall, at least sixty days (counting only days occurring 
during any regular or special session of the Congress) before beginning con- 
struction on or entering into any contract for the construction of works of im- 
proyement, submit to the appropriate committee of each House of the Congress the 
plan for such works of improvement. The Secretary may begin construction on 
or enter into contracts for the construction of any works of improvement before 
the passage of such sixty-day period, if within such period each such committee 
expresses approval of such works of improvement by committee resolution. If 
Within such period either such committee expresses disapproval of such works of 
improvement by committee resolution, and notifies the Secretary in writing of 
such expression of disapproval, the Secretary shall ‘hot commence construction 
on or enter into any contract for the construction of such works of improvement, 
unless the Congress by concurrent resolution approves such works of improve- 
ment.” 

One of the greatest problems facing our Nation today in the field of natural 
resources concerns our use and treatment of water. There are many evidences 
of it. I would mention here the increased public interest in a pure water supply, 
which has culminated in the passage of a more comprehensive Water Pollution 
Control Act by both Houses, and which has just been approved in conference ; 
the widespread interest in making more effective the small watershed program ; 
the passnge by both Houses of an improved small reclamation projects bill; an 
increased concern on the part of the public in such problems as the lowering of the 
water table; an increasing alarm because of seasonal shortages of water in many 
areas of the country; and the ever growing consumption and demands placed upon 
our present water supply. In my judgment, much of our future economic pros- 
perity and security will in large part depend upon how well we manage and util- 
ize our water resources. 

When Public Law 566 was adopted, it was adapted to meet one phase of the 
interest in water. It was adapted to satisfy the public interest in the need for 
a proper utilization and retardation of water on our smaller streams in the 
small watersheds in the interest of agriculture. By so limiting this protram 
to the agricultural phases of the development of our water resources, we are 
actually preventing an opportunity to provide solutions to many water problems 
not directly connected with agriculture and a full utilization of this resource. 
We are compounding these other water problems by deferring them to some 
future program when it would be much more costly to modify projects already 
eonstructed. S. 3023 would remove the restriction that works of improvement 
be limited to agricultural phases only of the conservation, development, utili- 
zation, and disposal of water, and thus prevent costly omissions in the utilization 
of the water resources in our small watersheds. 

In my many contacts with potential smaH watershed projects, and in discussing 
water resources development in the small watersheds, it has become apparent to 
me that what was intended under Public Law 566 as an equitable cost-sharing 
formula actually would permit an administrative practice of allocating costs 
on projects which has little uniformity, and which gives a priority of construction 
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to those projects in areas where the local organization is in the best financial 
position to bid for a project by offering to contribute a sizable share of the cost. 
On the other hand, in areas where the economic justification for the project 
would be even greater, because of the local organization’s inability to outbid 
others in offering a financial contribution to the total cost, action could 
indefinitely deferred. The construction of a project should be 


be 
based upon 
the economic justification for it—not solely on the financial ability of a com- 
munity to bid for it. 

S. 3023 would adopt a uniform formula for all small watershed projects inso- 
far as the local organization’s share of the total cost is concerned, and would 
permit Government loans for the local organization's share of the cost. At the 
same time, it brings the cost-sharing formula in line with other comparable wa 
ter resources development programs. Specifically, S. 3023 would 


require the 
Federal Government to assume all the cost for flood-prevention structures, ex- 


clusive of land acquisition and rights of way. This is consist in principle to 
other Federal flood-control projects, such as local flood protection for towns and 
cities, large flood-control reservoirs, and flood-prevention features in structures 
under the small reclamation projects bill (H.R. 5881). 

Aside from the flood-control features of any project, S. 3023 would provide for 
Federal cost sharing of approximately 50 percent of the cost of the agricultural 
phases of the project. This would be accomplished by making the Federal Gov 
ernment’s contribution to the agricultural phases of an in'poundment equal to 
the present worth of the interest on a 50-year loan on the local interests’ share 
of the cost. Again, this principle finds a precedent in, and is comparable to, the 
action taken by both Houses on the small projects bill designed for small reclama- 
tion projects (H. R. 5881) ; for under that act loans for agricultural reclamation 
are interest free. 

The cost of storage capacity in water-retaining structures for purposes other 
than flood control and the agricultural phases of the use of water, would be borne 
on an equitable basis between the Federal Government and the local organization. 
That is to say, that where the additional cost wou'd provide benefits ide tified 
as being solely local, the additional cost would be primarily a local responsibility. 
Where the benefits were widespread and the beneficiaries could not be identified, 
the Secretary would be justified in determining that that portion of the cost 
was primarily a Federal responsibility. 

Public Law 566 limits watershed development to watersheds not containing 
more than 259,000 acres. In addition, it imposes a restriction on the size of any 
reservoir of 5,000 acre-feet. Public Law 566 is designed to cope with problems 
and to develop the resources of our small watersheds. It is a small watershed 
program, and as such should not develop into a prograr: for developing large- 
scale prejects such as those carried on by the United States Corps of Engineers 
or the Department of the Interior on our major streams and tributaries. These 
ugencies, because of the effectiveness with which they have pursued major water 
problems and because of the great amount of experience gained in this field, 
sheuld be the sole agencies to prosecute water resources development on our 
major streams and tributaries. However, at best the 5,000 acre-feet restriction 
on the size of reservoirs is an arbitrary restriction, and might seriously prevent 
the proper development of a small watershed, especially if other water needs are 
to be taken care of as proposed by S. 3023, S. 3023 would retain the limitation 
of 250,000 acres as the size of any small watershed project, and in my judgment 
this assures that the program will be limited to the small streams. This would 
substantially eliminate the program’s overlapping or duplication of, the fune- 
tions of other water resources agencies. 

Public Law 566 requires transmission of the final plans for any project which 
includes Federal assistance for floodwater detention structures to the Secretary 
of the Interior or the Secretary of the Army, respectively, for his views or rec- 
ommendations at least 60 days prior to transmission of the plan to Congress. 
S. 3023 with the amendments recommended today, in addition to requiring 
submission of any final plans to these agencies would require the Secretary of 
Agriculture to transmit on receipt of the application a brief description of the 
application and of the proposed works of improvement to these agencies. This, 
in my judgment, is essential if we are to obtain the benefit of coordinated think- 
ing of the Federal agencies charged with the responsibility of water resources 
development. This requirement will make possible the elimination of many 
problems concerning project conflicts before the plans have reached their final 
stage. 
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As a final assurance that the proposed development of any small watershed is 
consistent with the intent and policies of the Congress with respect to water 
resources development, S. 3023 with the proposed amendments would provide 
for congressional review. One amendment would prevent the construction of 
any project the plans for which have been disapproved by the appropriate com- 
mittee of either the House or Senate during the review period originally required 
in Public Law 566 and retained in S. 3023 unless Congress gives its approval 
by concurrent resolution. In similar manner, it would eliminate the long waiting 
period where the appropriate congressional committees of both Houses approved 
the plans. 

Finally, in order to insure that small watershed development may be carried 
out where economically justified in all areas, irrespective of the financial re- 
sources of the local organizations, S. 3023 would provide for 50-year loans with 
interest determined as the average interest rate on long term Federal obligations 
to finance the local organizations’ share of the costs. This provision coincides 
with the loan features of the small projects bill (H. R. 5881). 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR W. KERR Scott oF NoRTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Chairman, I want to express my feeling that it is urgently necessary for 
this Congress to strengthen and expand the small watershed program launched 
under Public Law 566 by the S8d Congress. Our experience with this law during 
the year and a half that the program has been in operation has revealed three 
main things about it. First, its potentialities have caught the imagination of 
our people to an unparalleled degree, and applications for projects have poured 
in upon the responsible authorities ; second, its limitations in scope and financial 
resources have made it possible for only a few projects to get beyond the appli- 
cation stage; and third, its procedural provisions seem, to me at least, to be 
unduly burdened with redtape and delays, to the point that I am reminded of 
the old adage, “hope deferred maketh the heart sick.” 

Mr. Chairman, I find myself in general agreement with the philosophy and 
purposes of H. R. 8750 as it passed the House of Representatives. I know 
your subcommittee has before it a number of bills with many admirable provi- 
sions, and | know that you will give careful thought and study to all of them. 
However, I will mention here two points which I think ought to be in the bill 
Congress enacts. 

lirst, L believe that the cost of the flood-protection features of reservoir con- 
struction under this program ought to be borne entirely by the Federal Govern- 
ment. This principle, it seems to me, ought to apply to small projects as well 
as to large ones, and the tradition of Federal construction of the larger flood- 
control works at Federal expense is well established. I think the local organi- 
zations have contributed their fair share when they have applied the needed 
land treatnient measures, acquired the lands, rights-of-way, and easements, and 
have contracted to bear the burden of operation and maintenance. 

And second, I think the 5,000-acre-feet limitation on size of reservoirs to be 
constructed under this program is an arbitrary and unrealistic limitation, which 
ought to be raised or eliminated. Some formula more flexible, adaptable to 
the needs of differing situations, ought to be adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the splendid things about the small watershed program 
is that it is based on local initiative in organizing and developing watershed 
protection and flood-prevention programs by the local groups themselves. I 
subscribe to the view that the existing law should be broadened in purpose to 
take full advantage of all the potentialities of the water resources impounded 
in these small reservoirs and operated and maintained by the local sponsoring 
organizations. I know what it can mean in terms of better soil and water 
management; in terms of conserving the land and protecting rural and urban 
homes, land, and businesses from floods; in terms of better storage and distri- 
bution of water to improve farming through irrigation and better drainage, 
and to make possible the release of water during droughts to ease downstream 
pollution, protect fish, and in general maintain an adequate streamflow; in 
terms of the recreation possibilities of these small reservoirs; and finally, and 
particularly important to full and well-coordinated use of our water resources, 
in terms of municipal water supply where this feature can be built into the 
program to the advantage of all the local interests concerned. 
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ae 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR WALLACE F. BENNETT 


May I say first of all, Mr. Chairman, that I am wholeheartedly in accord with 


efforts to eliminate delay in processing small watershed projects. It is impera- 


tive that we prevent floods and not confine ourselves solely to controlling them. 
It is precisely this emphasis upon water and soil conservation on our vital 
watersheds that led me to support the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act of 1954. 

Two of the original 1953 “pilot” projects are located in Utah near Santaquin 
and Mount Pleasant. Thus far, they have proven most successful and will be 
completed in 1958. However, of the 19 applications in Utah under Public Law 
566, only 1 has thus far received approval by Congress, the Mill Canyon-Sage 
Flat project at Glendale. 

Assistance by the Secretary of Agriculture under the present small watershed 
program is limited to irrigation drainage and flood prevention. It is unfair to 
limit the local people by such narrow restrictions. I am in complete agreement 
with the first amendment to the 1954 act which would expand the assistance 
under the act to include such purposes as municipal and industrial water supply, 
recreation, fish and wildlife improvement, pollution abatement by streamflow 
regulation and saline water intrusion control. Multiple use of water resources 
is just as vital on small watersheds as it is in large river basins. 

The second amendment would delete the proviso clause which prohibits the 
Department of Agriculture from sharing in the cost of storage for purposes 
other than flood prevention and should therefore be adopted consistent with the 
first amendment. 

Under the present law, flood-control structures are limited to a 5,000 acre-feet 
total capacity and the third amendment would remove the limitation with cer- 
tain restrictions, including the requirement that the construction cost of capacity 
in excess of 5,000 acre-feet be borne entirely by the local organization. This 
amendment may have some value in other States but there has been no occasion 
thus far to build or plan a structure larger than 5,000 acre-feet in Utah and it 
appears unlikely that one of such size will be needed in the future. 

The fourth amendment would provide that the cost of structural measures for 
flood control would be borne completely by the Federal Government while the 
present program calls for some local cost sharing to the extent that the local 
organization is benefited by the flood-control structures. 

There is a considerable difference of opinion in Utah about this provision. 
Those who are in favor of the amendment argue that the cost of flood-control 
structures built by the Army Corps of Engineers and flood-control benefits on 
reclamation projections are totally borne by the Federal Government and they 
feel that it would be discriminatory to local groups under the small watershed 
program if they had to assist in paying for flood-control structures while others 
do not. Those who oppose the amendment feel that the local people should bear 
a portion of the cost to the extent that they are actually benefited by the structure. 

In the event that the committee should adopt this amendment, I wish to 
propose a further amendment, making the benefits retroactive to cover the 13 
projects thus far approved by Congress under the 1954 act. One of these projects, 
Mill Canyon-Sage Flat, is in Utah and a significant portion, assigned to flood 
control, $25,685, must be paid by the local people under the present program. 
If future projects are to receive these benefits under the act, then it seems only 
fair that the 13 projects already approved by Congress including Mill Canyon- 
Sage Flat should be similarly benefited. 

Raising the 5,000 acre-feet limitation and directing that the Federal Govern- 
ment pay for flood-control structures raises some serious administrative prob- 
lems. The Soil Conservation Service will be projected to a greater extent than 
ever into the flood-control picture along with the Army Corps of Engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation. This could lead to wasteful competition. The 
need for a clear direction by Congress requiring that the agencies must coordinate 
their efforts is manifestly necessary if this amendment is adopted. This re- 
quirement of coordination is not, in my opinion, sufficiently well spelled out in 
the present act. I, therefore, urge that the committee make it quite clear that 
the agencies involved shall coordinate and cooperate rather than compete. 

Some corollary problems are associated with the amendment to have the 
Federal Government assume the cost of flood-control structures. Many small 
communities in Utah which are now unable to participate in the small water- 
shed program would be able to do so if the amendment is adopted. In fact, it 
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may be said in Utah that the smaller the community, the more difficult it will 
be for them a carry out a project under the present act. This problem is 
heightened by the fact that the Army Corps of Engineers is so reluctant to 
take action on small projects in Utah. In the absence of congressional approval 
of the small reclamation projects bill, it is also virtually impossible to get any 
action on these small projects by the Bureau of Reclamation. Many vital water- 
sheds are being neglected in this vacuum. 

Another of the factors which make it difficult for our smaller communities 
in Utah to participate in the small watershed program is the vast area owned by 
the Federal Government, comprising three-fourths of the State. Under the 
present law, Public Law 566, it is virtually impossible to include large areas 
of vitally important watersheds on our public lands in Utah under the small 
watershed program because of the requirement that there be “local sponsors” to 
assume a share of the costs. Our small towns and communities have trouble 
enough to meet their share of the cost on private lands immediately nearby. 
To require that they also defray a portion of the cost on more distant publie 
lands as well, makes it virtually impossible for them to participate in the 
program. 

There is a great dispersion of problem areas on the watersheds located on 
public lands which are difficult to relate to local groups. Moreover, in some 
instances the benefits occur too far downstream to fit into the concept of local 
sponsors. Such benefits include protection of the fish resource, reduction of 
sedimentation to streams, reservoirs, and irrigation canals and flood control. 
This latter problem would be partially remedied under the proposed amendments. 

An example if this problem shared by many of Utah's small communities is 
the Pleasant Creek watershed project. On one side of the hill there are local 
sponsors while on the other side of the hill there are no local.sponsors. The 
present law is therefore of no value to one side of the hill, although the area 
where there are no local sponsors is quite as important for soil conservation 
and watershed protection as the other side of the hill where there are such local 
sponsors. 

The problem is so acute that the complaint has been made in Utah, with much 
justification, that the Small Watershed Act is designed principally to aid the 
Midwest and only incidentally the mountain West. Just a small portion of 
Utah projects can be built under the present law. The expansion of purposes 
under the act and the flood-control amendment would be a partial remedy to 
this critical problem, but it is necessary that the committee alter the concept 
of “local sponsors” to solve this vital problem. It is doubly important to reach 
such a solution since the Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service, 
the two large Federal land agencies in Utah, do not have sufficient funds to 
cooperate in the program on watersheds under their jurisdiction. Furthermore, 
the Soil Conservation Service has shown a certain reluctance to expand its 
activities to these areas controlled by the other agencies, perhaps because 
there is no clear congressional mandate to require them to do so. 

The soil conservation districts in Utah now have the legal authority to contract 
for works of improvement, so the fifth amendment regarding the terminal date 
of July 1, 1956, will not affect Utah. 

The sixth amendment provides that projects involving a Federal contribution 
of less than $250,000 to the construction cost of structural works shall be ex- 
empted from review by Congress and Federal agencies. While I am completely 
in favor of speeding up the review process, I have serious reservations about 
exempting completely such projects from review. With the vast expansion of 
such water projects contemplated in the future, I believe that there should 
be a streamlined review process to prevent abuses. 

The seventh amendment authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to make long- 
term loans to local organizations at the rate of interest paid by the Federal 
Government on its long-term interest-bearing marketable securities to finance the 
local share of project costs. Some Utah communities have had difficulty in 
raising the necessary cash for project impreyements and the provision should 
prove salutary to them. 

Our watersheds are precious resources and are in dire need of enlightened 
water- and soil-conservation measures. I, therefore, sincerely urge this com- 
mittee to act affirmatively upon the recommendations I have made. In closing, 
I ask that two editorials, one from the Salt Lake Tribune and the other from 
the Desert News and Telegram, appear in the reeord. They eloquently point up 
some of the problems we have encountered in Utah under Public Law 566. 


Senator Kerr. All right, Congressman Johnson. Do you have a 
prepared statement ? 
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STATEMENT OF HON. LESTER R. JOHNSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN 


Mr. Jonnson. No; I am going to talk ad lib. 

Mr. Chairman, | am appearing as a cosponsor of a similar bill in the 
House, the Poage bill, which is before you. There were similar bills 
introduced by Mrs. Blitch, of Georgia, myself, Mr. Johnson of Wis 
consin, Mr. Laird, of Wisconsin, Mr. Matthews, and Cliff Hope. 

Senator Kerr. Did you say Cliff Hope ¢ 

Mr. Jonnson. Clifford Hope of Kansas. 

We had very extended hearings in the House, and I happen to have 
been fortunate enough to have been with the subcommittee at the 
time we drafted this bill, and I hope you Senators over here will just 
leave itasis. Ithink we have got a very good bill. 

I was especially interested to hear the testimony of 

Senator Krrr. May I ask you a question right there, Congressman ? 

Mr. Jounson. You bet. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think we could pass it over a Presidential 
veto? 

Mr. Jounson. I do not believe we will get a veto, because T talked 
with the President personally myself at the time he invited us fresh 
man Congressmen up there, and he tells me that he thinks the place to 
stop these floods is back in the hills where they start. And I think that 
is ep theory behind this legislation. 

I represent a part of western Wisconsin where we have these un 
glaciated areas which are very hilly, and our farms are poor farms, 
and these people all should be in some watershed. But what is hap- 
pening with these poor farmers back there is that when they hear these 
Government employees are out trying to get them into the watersheds, 
they are going to have to stand the cost of this dam, and they have 
got farms all the way from five to ten thousand dollars in value and 
they cannot imagine themselves getting hooked with a posible flood 
dam that is going to help the people down below that is going to cost 
them probably half the cost of their farm or more. And I think that is 
what has been holding up the work. 

In the hearings before the House I think I brought out in question- 
ing Mr. Peterson, who is here from the Department, that there has 
not been a single project started as yet, and it will be 2 years this 
August from the time the Hope Act was passed and signed by the 
President. 

Senator Kerr. That is Public Law 566? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes, sir. And I think if we are going to get any- 
where on this legislation we have got to get this legislation in shape 
so that the people back in the small watersheds are getting the same 
kind of a proposition that is given to the people under the Corps of 
Engineers’ projects. 

I think it is just as important to stop this water—it is more impor- 
tant to stop this water—back in the hills in the small streams than to 
let it all come down and hold it ina big dam. And I believe that when 
these projects are worked out all over the country we will stop a lot of 
our big floods because we will stop the water back at the source. 

And besides furnishing the sites for these dams and the rights-of- 
way and different things like that, these different farmers in the water- 
sheds have to go ahead and practice soil conservation practices that are 
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laid out by the ASC. And over 50 percent of the farmers in the area 
have to agree under the law, as it is now, as I understand it, to come 
under these projects when they organize the watershed. 

I know that in my district I have many streams that flow into the 
Mississippi with small streams emptying into them that all should be 
in one of these watersheds. And at the present time in our district 
we have one watershed that has made the planning stage and has gone 
back to Wisconsin to start getting plans ready. 

I also think that the part that we have in the legislation that allows 
the municipalities to come in for extra water is a very good feature for 
municipal purposes. And as I understood the legislation when it was 
considered in the House, if the dam cost so much money, the extra cost 
that is added for the municipal use, the municipality is to pay. 

Now, in the discussion we had in the House, the community is going 
to have to put up that money, but there is provision in the legislation 
sv if the community wants to borrow from the Federal Government 
they can borrow. 

Senator Kerr. Well, the Federal Government pays for it and the 
community enters into a contract to buy water over a period of years, 
and in paying for it reimburse the Federal Government over that pe- 
riod of time plus interest ? 

Mr. Jounson. Or they can go out and borrow the money if they 
can borrow it at a cheaper rate and pay the Federal Government I 
believe. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. JouHnson. I was more interested in the flood control section of 
the legislation, and I felt that that particular section should be left 
the way it is. 

Not repeating myself, but so many times among farmers that I have 
talked to, you talk about going into watersheds and they are afraid of 
the cost of the dams. And I think you have heard the testimony of 
Mr. Brown that it varies all the way from 50 percent down to 10. And 
in order to form a watershed, it is impossible to tell these fellows when 
you start what their cost is going to be. They want to know their cost. 

When will it be, Mr. Brown, when the final plans are ready ? 

Mr. brown. After the surveys have been made, Congressman. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. I have no further statement. 

Senator Kerr. Any questions of the Congressman ? 

Senator Case. I was wondering. Did the Congressman mean there 
are no projects that are being prosecuted under the 1954 act? 

Mr. Jounson. None in the United States that are started. 

Senator Kerr. There are 16 that have been authorized. There are 
eight more ready for authorization. But Mr. Brown is here. He can 
tell us whether actual dirt has been moved on any of them. 

Mr. Brown. No contract has been let as yet, Senator, on any of those 
projects. 

Senator Case. Well, have they been funded ? 

Mr. Brown. Well, the agreements included in the work plans have 
been validated, signed by the local organization and the Secretary, and 
the project is in operation, but there has not been time yet to prepare 
the specifications and let any contracts. 

Senator Case. I think that the time element may be due to some of 
what I regard as rather unfortunate or excessive review procedures in 
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the present act. But it is correct, is it not, that there are some projects 
that are ready to go to contract # 

Mr. Brown. Yes,sir. Thirteen of them were ap prove <lon June 6. 

Senator Kerr. But no bids have vet been asked for‘ 

Mr. Brown. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Jounson. | might say that another impo rtant feature of this 
legislation was that in the smaller dams—1I think it is 250 acre-feet; 
[ am talking from memory—they do not have to go through the pro 
cedure of being sent to the several different departments and up to 
the House of Representatives and the Senate before they can be ap 
proved. I think there is a laying over period now under the present 
law where they must be re ported to the House Committee on Agricul 
ture and the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and lay 
there for 60 days. And if itso happens that Congress is not In session, 
that is another delay. In the smaller projects, 1 believe under 250 
acre-fee 

Senator Kerr. It is 2,500, is it not / 

Mr. JoHnson. 2,500. They do not have to come up to the House for 
that. 

I thank the committee for the opportunity to come over here and 
appear before you, and I might say that Congressman Poage told me 
if he had not been down in Texas he would be over here. But he had 
a previous speaking engagement and could not be here. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Congressman. We appre- 
ciate your presence here. 

General Itschner. 





STATEMENT OF MAJ. GEN. E. C. ITISCHNER, CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 
ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ENGINEERS FOR CIVIL WORKS, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY CARTER PAGE, CHIEF OF PLANNING DIVISION; AND 
HOWARD L. COOK, CHIEF OF SPECIAL PROJECTS BRANCH 


General Irscuner. I welcome this tera to appear before 
your committee, sir. I have a prepared statement, sir, which we will 
pass out to the members of the committee. 

Before I start on it, though, sir, I would like to give you the policy 
of the Chief of Engineers with respect to the small dam program 
and our views on it. 

First, the Chief 

Senator Kerr. As outlined in H. R. 8750? 

General Irscuner. It pertains to that bill. 

Senator Kerr. All rs ry sir. 

General Irscuner. It is very brief. First, the Chief of Engineers 
heartily endorses the land treatment program and subscribes to the 
contention that it will reduce the loss of topsoil and increase insoak, 
thus lessening the amount of sediment in our streams and reservoirs, 
and reducing to a minor degree the magnitude of floods. 

Second, the Chief of Engineers believes that a program for the con- 
struction of small dams is an important part of the overall flood-con- 
trol program. These small dams, like the large ones, should be eco- 
nomically justified incrementally. And they should, like large dams, 
be constructed in accordance with accepted sound engineering princi- 
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ples. Any dam improperly built is dangerous, and if it fails it prob- 
ably will cause much more destruction than it was designed to prevent. 

Would you like to have me read this statement ? 

Senator Kerr. I would like to have you read your statement, and if 
the Senators want to interrupt, they may. But if not, then when you 
have finished we will ask questions. 

General Irscuner. Thank you, sir. 

The Department of the Army was not requested to comment on the 
the bill H. R. 8750 which has passed the House of Representatives 
and is now before your committee. 

Senator Caszk. Now, Mr. Chairman, at that point I would like to 
ask this question: You were not asked to comment on the bill. Did 
you testify on the bill? 

General IrscHNeEr. We did not testify on the bill, 

Senator Case. You did not appear in the hearings before the House 
committee at all? 

General IrscuNner. No, sir, not at all. Not on this bill, nor on any 
other bill similar to it. Our comments were requested, however, on 
the bill S. 3243. 

Senator Kerr. Who was the author of that bill? 

That is the Carlson bill? All right. 

General Irscuner. The Carlson bill, yes, sir, which is essentially the 
same as H. R. 8750. However, these comments have not yet cleared 
the Bureau of the Budget, but I have discussed them with that agency 
and therefore am able to present them. 

Senator Kerr. Present the views of your department as they have 
been prepared by it and accepted or approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget ¢ 

General Irscuner. That is correct, sir 

Senator Kerr. O. K. 

General Irscuner. The desirability of amending Public Law 566 
so as to permit the incorporation in small flood-control dams capaci- 
ties and features which will serve other purposes, such as water supply 
and irrigation, is recognized by the Chief of Engineers. He also 
acknowledges the desirability that all Federal agencies operate under 
the same rules so far as local cost-sharing is concerned, and in fact 
he has issued instructions to his field offices that small dam projects 
now being formulated by the Corps of Engineers provide for cost- 
sharing on the same basis as that required by the Soil Conservation 
Service. Also, the merit in providing for Federal loans for the pur- 
pose of assisting local organizations to finance their share of the cost 
of flood-control projects 1s recognized, so long as the same considera- 
tion is given to water resource development projects of all Federal 
agencies. Further, the extension of the provisions of the act to apply 
to Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands seems logical. 

However, the Secretary of the Army i in his comments pointed out 
the effects of the proposed legislation and presented his view that: 

(a) The bill would authorize an increased public-works program, 
expanding Federal responsibility in fields such as drainage, fish and 
wildlife enhancement, and pollution abatement. 

(4) Legislation authorizing such extension should set forth basic 
policies for Federal participation in these purposes, which this bill 
does not do. 
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(c) Since the expanded program will be one principally of an engi- 
neering and construction nature, provision should be made for close 
coordination with public-works programs of agencies already in these 
fields, because of technical interrelationships and the need for a co 
ordinated approach to insure the best development of the water re- 
sources of a river basin. This bill moves further away from 
coordination in river basin planning, as where it eliminates inter- 
agency review of plans with Federal costs under $250,000. 

These views were based upon the major effects of the amendments 
to Public Law 566 which H. R. 8750 would accomplish. ‘These are: 

(a) The bill would eliminate the limitation of works of improve- 
ment to the “agricultural phases” of water resource development, and 
would permit the inclusion of storage for irrigation, municipal and 
industrial water supply, recreation, fish and wildlife, pollution con- 
trol, and salinity control. 

Senator Case. General Itschner, is the Corps of Engineers opposed 
to the development of those features / 

General ItscHNER. The Corps of Engineers is not opposed to those 
features being incorpor ated in the program, sir. 

Senator Case. They are not / 

General IrscHNeR. They are not opposed. 

Senator Case. I think that is— 

General ItscuNeER. You will probably recall 1 stated near the be- 
ginning of the discussion here that we recognize the desirability of 
incorporating in the Public Law 566 program these other features 
so as to make the optimum use of the water resources available. 

Senator Case. You probably have in mind there should be a some 
delineation of me aaaaalilien between the Department of Agriculture, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and the Corps of Engineers, but you are 
not objecting to the incorporation in projects prosecuted by these other 
agencies features which may be perhaps the dominant features in 
structures that the corps constructs 4 

General Irscuner. We do not object to the incorporation of these 
features in their projects, sir. We have certain feelings about the 
rules and that should be applied to some of them, such as reimburse- 
ment, which I shall come to later. 

Senator Hruska. Later in your statement will you elaborate on sub- 
paragraph (4) contained at the top of page 2 of your statement ? 

General Itscuner. I touch on it, yes, sir, and I think perhaps you 
would like to ask more questions after I finish. 

Senator Hruska. I shall not ask questions now if you will touch on 
it later and give opportunity for questions at that time. 

General Irscuner. Thank you, sir. 

Provision was made in Public Law 566 for congressional considera- 
tion by committee resolution of any plan of improvement which 
includes structures of more than 2,500 acre-feet in capacity. H. R. 
8750 would eliminate any committee approval and eliminate sub- 
mission to Congress of projects for which the Federal contribution 
is estimated to be less than $250,000, 

(c) Public Law 566 left to the Secretary of Agriculture for de- 
termination of the local share of the works of improvement. H. R. 
8750 specifically provides that local organizations shall not assume 
any part of the construction costs of structural measures applicable 
to flood prevention. 
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(Z) Public Law 566: provides that costs of providing storage in 
reservoirs for purposes other than flood prevention, such as water 
supply, shall be borne by local organizations and not by the Federal 
Government. H. R. 8750 requires local repayment for costs of storage 
in excess of 5,000 acre-feet for purposes other than flood prevention, 
but would permit Federal participation in the cost of storage for water 
supply and other purposes in structures of 5,000 acre-feet and less. 

(e) Public Law 566 provides that the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall not construct or enter into contract for any structure unless there 
is no local organization authorized by State law to undertake the work, 
and in no event after July 1, 1956. H. R. 8750 would eliminate this 
terminal date. 

Senator Kerr. What is the effect of that, briefly, General? I believe 
you may be going into it in the next paragraphs. 

General Irscuner. That is right, sir. I do touch on it later, sir. 

Thus the proposed amendments contained in H. R. 8750 tend to 
move Public Law 566 further from its original intent of Federal 
assistance to local organizations in carrying out the watershed pro- 
grams, and accordingly, the Secretary of the . Army opposes enactment 
of H. R. 8750 in its present form. 

I, therefore, suggest the following changes in that bill, which would 
make it conform more closely with the views of the Secretary of the 
Army: 

(a) There should be a limit on reservoir capacity provided in water- 
shed work plans for purposes other than flood control. It is suggested 
that the bill require that capacity for flood prevention be not less than 
50 percent of the total capacity, in order to maintain the policy that 
these programs are primarily for flood prevention. 

(b) If it is desired to provide Federal assistance in larger structures 
to be designed, financed, and built by a municipality or other political 
subdivision primarily for water supply or some other purpose except 
flood control, provision should be made in the law for a Federal cash 
contribution in an amount representing the share of the cost, if any, 
allocable to flood control. 

(c) Provision should be made for repayment by the users for all 
storage of water for purposes other than flood control, in accordance 
with existing law or policy applicable to those purposes, even though 
such storage may be included within the initial 5,000 acre-feet of 
storage in a reservoir. In the case where the same storage space 
serves flood control and other purposes, costs should be allocated 
equitably among purposes and the users should pay for costs thus 
allocated in accordance with established principles and policies, For 
irrigation storage the principles of repayment in reclamation law 
should apply, and the provisions of existing legislation applicable to 
repayment for municipal and industrial water should apply to storage 
for that puropse. 

(2d) The present requirement in Public Law 566 for some local 
contribution toward the construction cost of structures for flood con- 
trol should be retained. The degree of local contribution being re- 
quired by the Department of Agriculture i in current watershed work 
plans for dams and other engineering works averages, according to 
our figures, about 27 percent of the first cost, including lands and 
rights-of-way. This is only slightly higher than that required for 

recent local flood protection projects of the C orps of Engineers pro- 
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posed under present law and administration policy—23 percent for 
local flood protection projects acted on favorably by the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors between May 1954, and April 
1956. 

Senator Hruska. General Itschner, may I ask on what basis that 
20 percent of the first cost is computed ¢ 

General ItscuNer. That was the average, sir, of the first reports 
which we received for comment from the Department of Agriculture, 
the first 30 reports. 

Senator Hruska. That was the same basis referred to by Mr. Brown 
a little bit ago / 

General ITscHNER. Yes, sir; 1 believe he gave the figure 32 percent 
for it. Perhaps he has taken more of them or perhaps they were not 
estimated the same way. The comparison | gave you is on the same 
basis, however. 

Senator Kerr. Now, what is the distinction between that 20 per- 
cent and the 17 percent figure Mr. Brown gave us / 

General ItscHNeER. 1 am not sure | recall exactly what that was. 

Senator Kerr. Just so we might be clear on it, the 17 percent was 
what he gave us as the percentage of local participation in the struc- 
tural cost; was it not ¢ 

Mr. Pace. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And the 27 percent includes not only the local par 
ticipation in the structure but also includes recognition of rights-of- 
way and other contributions; is that right 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. I think, Senator, that the discrepancy be- 
tween the 52 percent that I quoted and your 27 percent is perhaps 
that our figure includes the capitalized value of operation and main- 
tenance. 

General ItscuNnrer. Ours definitely did not include any capitalized 
value for maintenance. Maintenance would be in addition to the 
figure we gave for our own projects. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Case. Over what period would you capitalize the main- 
tenance to get that as a factor? 

Mr. Brown. Over a 50- year period, Senator. 

General Ivscuner. Shall I continue? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

General ITscuner. e. The procedure under Public Law 566 is for 
local organizations to let contracts. It would seem equally appro- 
priate, and more in keeping with the intent of the act, if H. R. 8750 
retain the concept that local organizations would assume responsi- 
bility for the engineering and construction of these works | yy employ- 
ing professional engineers. Reimbursement for the cost of necessary 
engineering services could be a part of the Federal assistance con- 
templated under the act. 

Senator Caspr. General Itschner, it is an interesting thing to see 
that coming there. Is that because the engineers feel that otherwise 
there might be inadequate engineering / 

General Itscuner. No, sir; I would not go that far, but we do feel 
that because this is a local program to be accomplished by local 
organizations that the employment of professional engineers to assist 
these local organizations in the design and construction of their 
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projects would be more suitable than a program where the entire 
engineering and design is done by a Federal agency. 

Senator Case. Well, would that reduce the workload for the Soil 
Conservation Service ? 

General lrscuner. Well, lam sure it would; yes, sir. 

Public Law 566 provides for congressional consideration of all plans 
prepared under that act and approval by committee resolution of any 
plan of improvement which contemplates structures of more than 
2,500 acre-feet in capacity. H. R. 8750 would remove this degree of 
congressional control. We have consistently supported the “police V 
that major projects and programs, by whatever agenc y constructed, 
including our own, should be authorized specific vally by Congress 
and we believe that at least the present degree of congressional con- 
trol should be retained in Public Law 566. Some modification of the 
45-day waiting period, between transmission of a plan to Congress 
and the initiation of construction, may be desirable to avoid unneces- 
sary delay when committees take action by resolution in a shorter time. 

Senator Casr. Well, General, are you overlooking the fact that the 
Senate has already passed in the bill to permit projects to be under- 
taken by the Corps of Engineers up to a cost of $250,000 without 
specific individual authorization / 

General IrscHner. No, sir: we were quite aware of that. The bill 
has not passed yet, but even so, we have at the present time authority 
to undertake projects— 

Senator Case. Up to 150. 

General Irscuner. Up to $150,000. There is a difference though, 
between the two types of programs. 

Senator Case. Well, I think it would be helpful if you would elabo- 

rate on that, because on the surface of things it would appear that if 
the engineers can initiate projects under section 212 of the 1950 act 
up to $150,000, and we now propose to raise that limit to $250,000. 
Why should congressional control be exercised on the individual proj- 
ects undertaken by the Secretary of Agriculture within the same 
dollar limit? 

General Irscuner. Sir, with the same dollar limitation there is a 
difference in the type of projects that would be undertaken by the two 
different agencies. The type of project that we have found that sec- 
tion 212 is applicable to is a local protection project, that is, a project 
that involves either a levee, channel clearance, or a floodwall, and a 
project of that type has virtually no effect upon the flood problem 
downstream, even a short distance downstream. It is one for local 
protection only, and the effects are only in that one locality. 

Senator Kerr. Is it not ordinarily an element in a very large overall 
program of flood prevention with reference to which you have had 
jurisdiction and supervision and operation ? 

General Irscuner. Well, generally speaking, sir, it is not. We do, 
of course, take into account the flood control storage that exists or is 
contemplated in the near future above the point that is provided local 
protection, but one of the criteria applied to section 212 projects is 
that it be a project complete in itself. Now, ordinarily, in small flood 
storage reservoirs such as contemplated under Public Law 566, we are 
constructing flood control measures which are effective downstream. 
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The effect decreases as you go down. And consequently it is very 
important to the overall flood problem in that basin and in the larger 
river valleys downstream. 

Senator Case. That might argue for review or coordination with the 
Corps of Engineers but would it argue for individual congressional 
review or authorization ¢ 

General Irscuner. We think that it does, sir. We think that its 
effect is so great—not one small dam, but a large number of them in 
the aggregate would be so great that it would be desirable to have con 
gressional review of projects. It is not generally appreciated that a 
small dam program, particularly with uncontrolled outlets, might 
augment floods under certain conditions, and not rare conditions at all. 
That would also apply to large dams with uncontrolled outlets, and it 
is a serious problem. 

Senator Case. My argument for coordination with the Corps of 
Engineers would be operating or considering the flood-control projects 
downstream. I do not want to disparage the value of congressional 
review, but I am a little inclined to doubt that the relationship between 
a project under $250,000 in size, that the relationship of that project 
to other projects downstream would be the subject of a great deal of 
scrutiny by congressional committees. 

General Irscuner. I think that we are not in a postition to say how 
much congressional review should be given. I do agree that it is very 
important that other agencies, not only the Corps of Engineers but 
the Bureau of Reclamation, have an opportunity to review these plans, 
just as I believe very firmly that the Department of Agriculture 
should review our plans so as to insure coordination. 

Senator Case. You have said in this paragraph: “H. R. 8750 would 
remove this degree of congressional control.” 

General Irscuner. That is correct. 

Senator Case. I want to ask, Does it remove the review of other 
agencies such as Agriculture and Corps of Engineers? 

Senator Kerr. You have not had that review, have you? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; we have had that review and we have 
reviewed all projects that have come in so far under Public Law 566. 

Senator Kerr. Does H. R. 8750 not remove that which you have 
had under 

General Irscuner. It removes review for projects costing under 
$250,000 but continues the review for projects costing over $250,000, 

Senator Hruska. Well, General Itschner, is it not true that while 
your corps and other departments may still coordinate their efforts 
without congressional control, the fact that there is reference to Con- 
ag and a waiting period furnishes a normal channel where there 

‘an be a crystallization for any resolution of differences that cannot 
oe settled among your own departments, among the departments them- 
selves ? 

General Irscuner. I think that is very true, sir. We, of course, 
try to settle our differences first. But if there are any differences, then 
there should be some authority to decide which is correct. 

Sentor Hruska. It has been my observation when there is a resolu- 
tion of any differences that might occur among the departments and 
the matter is referred here to Congress without any differences un- 
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resolved that there is relatively nominal attention paid by the con- 
gressional committees. However, if there is something unresolved, 
that is a signal for us to get to work in the congressional end of it. 
Does that trend present pretty well your observ: ation ? 

General Irscuner. Yes, sir; that is exactly our view on it, sir. 
Some congressional committee should examine these differences and 
make a decision. 

Senator Case. When you suggest some modification of the 45-day 
waiting period between transmission of a plan to Congress and the 
initiation of construction, what would you recommend as that modifi- 
cation, 30 days? 

General Irscuner. I think the way the law is written now, sir, it 
requires a 45-day waiting period. Now, if the congressional com- 
mittee takes action before that time, the waiting period should be 
stopped at the time they take action; that is all I meant by that com- 
ment. 

Senator Case. Affirmative action by the committee ? 

General Irscuner. Yes: I think that is all. I believe the Soil Con- 
servation Service would want to see that change, too. May I proceed? 

Senator Kerr. Yes, sir. 

General Irscuner. The Secretary of Agriculture has proposed a 
bill, S. 3727, asa ahetitnete for H. R. 8750 which embodies certain ree- 
ommended changes in the law which were developed by the interested 
agencies, including the Department of the Army, as preferable to the 
changes proposed in H. R. 8750. The Secretary of the Army in his 
comments suggested consideration of the bill S. 3727. 

It was understood that the bill S. 8727 would leave unresolved 
number of problems of interpretation and coordination which we 
believe are recognized by all of the agencies concerned, and which 
should be resolved within the executive branch. 

We understand, therefore, that the interpretation of the language 
of S. 3727 will be made by the Executive Office of the President under 
that provision of Public Law 566, which directs the President to issue 

rules and regulations to govern activities under that act. We under- 
stand, also, th: at these rules and regulations will interpret the provi- 
sions of 8. 3727 in such a way as to: First, assure consistency of policy 
with existing legislation; second, obviate duplication of effort; and, 
third, assure coordination between work done under the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act and the closely related programs 
now being carried out under such legislation as the flood-control acts. 

The languange of S. 3727 might be construed as permitting the 
Federal Government to bear the full construction cost for providing 
capacity for flood-control purposes, even though the same capacity 
might serve one or more other purposes. The police: v now in effect is 
that all purposes should share equitably in such joint costs, and the 
Chief of Engineers considers this equitable sharing of costs sound 
and desirable. The language of S. 3727 might also be construed to 
permit the Federal Government to bear the entire cost of purposes 
heretofore considered as a matter of local interest, such as recreation 
and enhancement of fish and wildlife. 

Since Public Law 566 is a bill aimed primarily at soil conservation 
and flood prevention on upstream lands, it should provide for flood 
protection of urban areas only when incidental, and should not be used 
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spec ifie ‘ally to provide flood protec tion to towns and nonagricultural 
deve Ipments. This point ts not clarified in S. 3727. 

It is apparent that the language of S. 3727 might be construed 
increasing the amount of Federal participation in water-resource 
deve lopme nt considerably beyond the amount permitted by present 

olicy. Such widespread extension of Federal activity and interest 
should be considered carefully and might more properly be the sub 
ject of general legislation applicable alike to all programs of the 
Federal Government. 

However, it is presumed that the Executive Office of the President 
will interpret the provisions of S. 5727 in a manner which will re 
quire compliance with current F ederal water policy, generally along 
the lines set forth in the report of the Presidential Advisory Com 
mittee on Water Resources Policy. Subject to this understanding 
we would not object to enactment of S. 3727. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. I think General Itschner is an excellent witness and 
I think he does a good job in his work, and I do not know whether he 
wrote this statement or whether the Secretary of the Army wrote it 
or who wrote it, but I do want to comment that this is the first time 
that I recall that a bill has been endorsed on the basis of an anticipated 
Executive interpretation in the declaration of policy. And I am not 
adverse to a declaration of policy, but I rather think that the declara 
tion of policy should be made by Congress in the bill. 

Senator Kerr. I think the general is telling you that he feels the 
same way about it. That is the way I read the statement, regardless 
of who prepared it. 

Senator Case. I hope he does. 

General Irscuner. I might say, sir, that actually we did write 
almost all of this statement. 

Senator Case. But here: 

It is presumed that the Executive Office of the President will interpret the pro- 
visions of 8. 38727 in a manner which will require compliance with current Fed 
eral water policy. 

Senator Kerr. See, the general does not have any means whereby 
he can bring about a situation where that result will inevitably come 
about. I would say that he is aware of the fact that he is talking to 
the representatives of a power that can do that. I should say that he 
is indicating to us that if we do not indulge that presumption, then 
since we have the power to implement it, it might be well to consider 
doing it. 

General Irscuner. We believe, sir, as a matter of general policy 
that the Congress should be as specific as possible in their legislation. 

Senator Kerr. So that the administration of any law or any policy 
promulgated by the Congress can be done by administrative effort, 
rather than interpretive action. 

General IrscHner. Yes, sir. You have to have some latitude, of 
course, and some interpretation always is going to be necessary but - 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, I would subscribe to the chair- 
man’s statement that General Itschner is trying to say that very 
thing with reference to S. 3727. I would also like to observe that his 
statement says in no uncertain terms with reference to H. R. 8750 that 
he makes that same observation pertaining to that legislation. And I 
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refer to page 2 of his statement, subparagraph b, which reads as 
follows, and that is a comment pertinent to H. R. 8750: 

Legislation authorizing such extension should set forth basic policies for Fed- 
eral participation in these purposes, which this bill does not do. 

And that is precisely the same criticism of H. R. 8750 which appar- 
ently exists with reference to S. 3727. To that extent, may I say 
that I subscribe to that. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Finish your statement. 

General Ivscuner. In the event that further consideration is given 
to the bill H. R. 8750, I believe that consideration should be given 
also to the modifications which I have suggested previously with refer- 
ence to that bill. 

Mr. Chairman, that completes my statement. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, General. 

Are there questions of this witness ¢ 

Senator Case. General Itschner—— 

General IrscHNner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Is there in existence any specific declaration of policy 
to which you could direct our attention or to which you could 
refer us that might be appropriate for consideration if we should 
draft a declaration of policy in connection with this? 

General Irscuner. We have considered some amendments to H. R. 
8750 which we believe would make the bill conform with the policy of 
the Secretary of the Army. 

Senator Case. It might be desirable that you leave a copy of that 
with the staff so that we have it for reference. 

Senator Kerr. Fine. Are there further questions? If not, Gen- 
eral, we are very grateful to you for this statement. 

Mr. Peterson of the Department of Agriculture. Just one minute, 
Mr. Peterson. I believe Senator Barrett—did you have a statement 
you wanted to make? 

Senator Barrerr. Mr. Chairman, I dislike to ask to get in ahead of 
Secretary Peterson, but I would apprec iate the privilege of making a 
short verbal statement and later on filing a formal statement on this 
bill. 

Senator Kerr. We will be very glad to have you do that if you 
would like to. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK A. BARRETT, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM WYOMING 


Senator Barrerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I appear here today in support of H. R. 8750. I think that we 
need legislation of this character that will liberalize the terms of 
the existing watershed-protection legislation and at the same time 
be sure that we are protecting the rights of State water users on 
that score. Iam sure that the Department of Agriculture takes that 
same position. I think that it is extremely important that we get 
some legislation on the books that will help communities that want to 
control water as near where it falls as possible and to manage their 
lands and their water resources in a fashion so that they will “be pro- 
tected against flash floods. 

Now, I realize full well that the Army engineers are in the business 
of protecting against floods in a big way, under this measure the peo- 
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ple can cooperate on a local level, and I am very hopeful that with the 
proper safeguards for the protection of the State water laws that we 
can get some legislation in here that will improve the existing water 
shed protection law, 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I will ask permission, if I may, to file a formal 
statement on this bill at a later date and ask that it follow my state 
ment here this morning. 

Senator Kerr. Very good, Senator Barrett. 

Senator Barrerr. I thank you very much for this opportunity. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK A. Barrett, A UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF WYOMING 


I appreciate the suggestion made by Senators Case and Hruska that I com 
ment somewhat on the various provisions of H. R. 8750 and on the comments 
made by General Itschner in the discussion of the bill this morning. I shall 
discuss the points very briefly : 

1. H. R. 8750 permits the construction of reservoirs of more than 5,000 acre- 
feet total capacity, provided that the excess over 5,000 acre-feet is for purposes 
other than flood prevention and flood control and, furthermore, that the cost of 
construction of that part of the facility for storage in excess of 5,000 acre-feet 
shall be borne entirely by the local organization. 

As I understand it, the Army engineers take the position that there should be 
a limit on reservoir capacity for purposes other than flood control and that 
capacity for flood prevention should be not less than 50 percent of the total 
capacity. As I construe the position taken by the Army engineers, this would 
elrectively piace a limit on the facility of 10,000 acre-feet of storage and that 
limitation could be attained only in the event there was at least 5,000 acre-feet 
dedicated to fiood control. The engineers evidently take this position for the 
reason that they believe the justification for this program is flood control and, 
consequently, the engineers believe that that part of the structure dedicated to 
uses other than flood control should not be more than the part dedicated to 
flood control itself. In other words, there would be no objection to a dam of 
which 5,000 acre-feet was for flood-control purposes and any part of 5,000 addi- 
tional acre-feet for other purposes, but, of course, as I said before, 10,000 acre- 
feet would be the limit and, furthermore, the total capacity could be only twice 
as much as that set aside for flood control in the event the flood control was for 
less than 5,000 acre-feet. In other words, if only 5,000 acre-feet were needed 
for flood control capacity, then the total structure could not exceed 7,000 acre 
feet under the suggestion made by.the Army engineers. While I subscribe to the 
theory of the Army engineers that the justification for this program is largely 
flood control, yet it does not seem to me that there is sufficient justification for 
imposing these restrictions. 

It is probable that few projects will be undertaken under the authority of 
Public Law 566 which will have storage capacity in excess of 10,000 acre-feet. 
Nevertheless, if in a particular case a local unit of government desires to under- 
take a project involving more than 10,000 acre-feet capacity and involving multi- 
ple use of water for various purposes, and their plans to do so and the project as 
a Whole is approved by the State government and the Department of Agriculture, 
there would not appear to be any legitimate reason why the Congress should in- 
terpose any prohibition to the approval of the project under Public Law 566. In 
such cases the Army Engineer Corps would continue to have the right, under 
the statute, to express to the Congress any reasons why the project should not 
be approved. It may be that the committee might consider a less restrictive pro- 
vision than that suggested by the Army engineers in the event any restrictive 
language at all is deemed proper in that respect. 

2. The bill, H. R. 8750 amends Public Law 566 by providing that local organi- 
zations will not be required to pay construction costs properly chargeable to 
fiood control and prevention, but as I understand it would require the local or- 
ganizations to participate in other costs for which storage is provided according 
to the benefits obtained. In other words, the bill, H. R. 8750, attempts to equalize 
the cost sharing under this type of activity in accordance with the provisions 
with respect to nonreimbursable items for flood control and flood prevention in 
the construction works presently carried on by the Corps of Engineers and the 
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Bureau of Reclamation. I am at a loss to explain the position taken by General 
Itschner with respect to this provision except on the basis that some contend 
that it is the intention to make all costs for construction of these projects of 
5,000 acre-feet or less nonreimbursable. I do not subscribe to that contention. 
It is my opinion that costs for. all other purposes, save flood control, are to be 
repaid by the local organizations with interest in the event H. R. S750 is enacted. 

3. The Engineers contend that provisions should be made for a Federal cash 
contribution representing the share of the cost allocable to flood control. It 
seems to me that is precisely what is proposed by H. R. 8750. On the other hand, 
as L interpret the statement of General Itschner, the Engineers contend that some 
local contribution toward the cost of structures for flood control should be re- 
tained. It is true that the Engineers require some measure of local contribu- 
tion in the case of dikes and levees, but it is my understanding that in the case 
of storage reservoirs the Federal Government assumes 100 percent of flood 
control benefits. I cannot justify the imposition of a larger measure of respon- 
sibility on farmers and others whe will get some benefit from flood control under 
this act from the people in every section of the country who receive direct bene 
fits from the tremendous sum spent for flood control by both the Army Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation. 

4. The Corps of Engineers suggests that local organizations constructing proj- 
ects under Public Law 566 should employ “professional engineers.” 

This recommendation is apparently designed to prevent the Soil Conservation 
Service from supplying engineering assistance—althongh it fails to 


so State 
in specific terms. 


I can see no reason why the Soil Conservation Service should 
not supply engineering service for watershed projects. It would be equally logi- 
cal to follow a similar policy with respect to Army Engineer projects. 

Probably in most instances a local unit of government undertaking a water- 
shed project will employ engineers for construction and maintenance opera- 
tions. But I can see no very adequate reason for the Congress to spell this 
out in the statute. 

». The Corps of Engineers “believe that at least the present degree of con- 
gressional control should be retained in Public Law 566.” 

It should be appreciated that most of these watershed projects will be quite 
small and that there will be a very large number of them. While I have no 
very strong convictions on the desirability of the House and Senate Agricul- 
tural Committees being required to affirmatively approve these projects, I am 
inclined to believe that a veto power, as proposed in H. R. 8750, is sufficient to 
retain congressional control. 

6. The Chief of Engineers suggests that it would be undesirable to eliminate 
the requirement for interagency review of plans of those projects where the 
Federal costs are under $250,000. As I understand, the provision of H. R. S750 
is made for the purpose of expediting these small projects and it does seem to 
me that a line should be drawn at some point or other so that the expense in 
connection with these porjects will not be disproportionate to the costs involved. 

7. The Chief of Engineers opposes the elimination of the present provision 
in Public Law 566 that contracting of construction after July 1, 1956, must be 
undertaken by the local organization sponsoring the project. I concur in this 
recommendation as I believe the underlying theory of H. R. 8750 is that the 
projects will be initiated, constructed and operated by local authorities at the 
grassroots with the proper measure of assistance from the Federal Government. 
It seems to me that if this provision should be eliminated, the program might 
well develop into a Federal program with local participation. It is this feature 
of local control and responsibility which has so effectively stimulated interest 
in watershed projects by local people and organizations and local units of gov- 
ernment. I hope the committee will modify H. R. 8750 in this respect. 

I am pleased to comment on the statement made by the Chief of Engineers 
at the request of my colleagues and, in addition, I desire to say that I am 
pleased with the provision in the bill for long-term loans to the local organiza- 
tion with interest at the rate which the Federal Government is required to pay. 
Of course, the farmer will be obliged to provide the rights-of-way, the lands, the 
easements and, of course, all of the costs of maintenance and operation. By 
and large I desire to reiterate the statement I made earlier that while I am sure 
it is the intention to require that these projects be constructed in conformity 
with State laws and pursuant thereto, nevertheless I believe a provision to 
that effect in the bill might be desirable. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the committee and make these 
remarks. 
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Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, may I ask Senator Barrett if he 
will review the statement just given by General Itschner in which 
several suggestions are made with reference to possible amendments 
to H. R. 8750 and, after having read and considered them if it is your 
desire to comment thereon, | certainly, as one member of this « ommit 
tee would very much appreciate any comments or appraisals that 
you would make of those suggested amendments, sir. 

Senator Barretrr. | thank my colleague. [might say that I came in 
ufter General Itschner had just about completed his statement. | 
have been advised of some of his recommendations and I will be glad 
In mV formal statement to comment on same. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, 1 would merely like to state that the 
committee welcomes the suggestions which Senator Barrett gives and 
has given. Senator Barrett for many years was a member of the 
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation or its successor committees 
in the House of Representatives, and he is in a position to help us 
coordinate policy here with water policy as administered by the 
Bureau of Reclamation under congressional acts which he has helped 
to write. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, may I say that it is my recogni- 
tion of Senator Barrett’s previous experience that led me to make 
the suggestion that I did. 

Senator Barretr. Mr. Chairman, I will say that I appreciate the 
statements made by both of my colleagues, and while I am concerned 

that we work out a plan here that will coordinate the activities of 

both the Army engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation, yet I am 
constrained to say that 1 think that there still remains a big broad 
tield where the Department of Agriculture can go in and work very 
effectively and to a very sound purpose with the local communities 
all over the country and help the people in those communities do 
things that the individual land owners cannot possibly do by them- 
selves, 

Senator Case. And which are not being done by either the Corps 
of Engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation at this time. 

Senator Barrerr. That is right. And I might say, Mr. Chairman, 
that it has been my judgment that over the years the Army engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation both have not been too interested in 
these right small projects that IL am thinking of myself in connection 
with this legislation. I know that the Bureau of Reclamation is more 
concerned with big projects, and for that reason when I was Governor 
of Wyoming | advocated the institution of a natural resource board 
which had for its purpose the granting of State loans for the construc- 
tion of small irrigation projects. The board has been proceeding 
along that line. And of course the Congress will do pretty much 
the very same thing under the small projects bill, which we hope will 
be acted on yet this year. 

But, still, even with it all, I believe the Department of Agriculture 
can do a splendid job in this field on a nationwide basis. 

I appreciate the comments here, and I will be glad in preparing 
my formal statement to review some of those various sali ms. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Senator. 

All right, Mr. Peterson. 
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STATEMENT OF E. L. PETERSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Prererson. Mr. Chairm: an and members of the committee, we 
appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your committee to 
discuss proposed amendments to the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act provided for in House bill 8750 and Senate bills 
3023, 3243 and 3371. 

The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, Public Law 

566 of the 83d Congress, authorizes one of the basic programs admin- 
istered by the Department of Agriculture. Its primary purpose is 
to provide Federal assistance to Jocal units of government in carry- 
ing out those soil and water management measures of a community 
nature that cannot reasonably be accomplished by individual land- 
owners and operators with help provided through other departmental 
programs of educational, technical, financial, ‘and credit assistance. 
Public Law 566 provides a mechanism through which may be bridged 
the gap between the conservation work of farmers and ranchers, and 
the major projects on our Nation’s rivers carried out by Federal con- 
struction agencies such as the Corps of Engineers and Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

The widespread interest in small watershed projects is evidence of 
a recognition of need for this kind of work. Small watershed proj- 
ects, coupled with soil and water conservation practices which indi- 
vidual farmers apply on their own farms, are logical first steps in the 
management of water for beneficial use. 

The act provides for local initiative in water management and for 
proper use and treatment of the land as an essential step in water 
management. Experience to date under this act and earlier experi- 
ence with the demonstrations completed or nearing completion in the 
pilot watershed projects show that there is an essential place for small 
watershed projects in the development of water resources of this coun- 
try for beneficial use of our citizens. 

A distinguishing feature of small watershed projects is that land 
treatment becomes an early consideration in the management and use 
of water. It is the objective of these projects to dev elop and increase 
the usable water supplies by beginning the control and management 
of water on the fields and forests where it first falls as rain or snow. 
Developing and making the fullest possible use of our water supply 
for irrigation and other - productiv e uses, as well as for flood prevention 
and drainage, requires a combination of both engineering and land 
management practices. Water management must be compatible with 
the management requirements of successful farming operations and 
with the need of urban communities that make up the watershed, if 
we are to meet the increasing demands on water supplies. A neces- 
sary consideration in the development of small watersheds for the 
maximum beneficial use of the water which falls upon them is the 
interrelationship of land and water. 

We view the work in small watersheds to be a desirable complement 
to other necessary work on the larger rivers. Where there are direct 
relationships between upstream and downstream developments they 
are being taken into account in the planning of watershed projects and 
in reviews of the work plans by all State and Federal agencies who 
may have water-resource responsibilities. 
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We have been encouraged by public acceptance of the provision of 
the act that watershed projects are to be local projects with assistance 
from the Federal Government rather than projects planned and built 
by the Federal Government. We have been pleased with the willing 
ness of local communities to assume development and management 

responsibility, and with the action of State governments to provide 
enabling legislation that permits local communities to take on these 
responsibilities. 

It would be difficult to name any legislation enacted in recent years 
which has had more widespread favorable reception throughout the 
country than has the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act. 

The Governors of each of the 48 States have designated State agen 
cies or made other appropriate arrangements to handle the review 
and approval of applications for assistance under the act. In order 
to strengthen the position of States and local organizations to partic! 
pate in this program, 25 States have enacted 45 separate pieces of legis- 
lation since the passage of Public Law 566 in August 1954; this, in it- 
self, is impressive of widespread public interest. In less than 24 
months the Soil Conservation Service has received 541 State-approved 
wpplications for assistance under the act. Our information indicates 
that several hundred additional applications are being formulated or 
are before State agencies for review. 

The Soil Conservation Service has to date approved planning as- 
sistance to local organizations in 172 watersheds in 45 States. All 
of these approvals have been based on priority recommendations of 
the State agencies which have the approval responsibility. 

Thus far, 24 plans have been completed and submitted to the Con- 
cress. Thirteen projects have been placed in operation. Five of 
these plans which required resolutions of approval by the Congress 
have been reviewed and approved by the Senate Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry and bey the House Committee on Agriculture. 
Four additional plans have been completed and are in the process of 
transmittal to the Congress, and four more plans are under review by 
other Federal agencies. We estimate that more than 50 additional 
plans will be ready for submission to the next Congress when it con- 
venes in January. 

The Soil Conservation Service, with assistance from the Forest 
Service, has essentially completed its organization for providing plan- 
ning assistance in all States in the country. Thirty-nine planning 
parties have been formed, some of them to serve two States. In some 
States a backlog of applications is developing. 

Experience g eained during the 2 years of operations under this Act 
has indicated the desirability for certain amendments to extend its 
scope and improve its operation. These amendments would put the 
Federal Government in a better position to meet more fully the needs 
and desires of local organizations which have applied for Federal aid 
in flood prevention and water management. 

The Secretary of Agriculture made recommendations in letters 
dated April 16, 1956, to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House for certain amendments to the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act. These amendments were cleared with the 
Bureau of the Budget. I would like to submit a copy of these amend- 
ments for your record at this point, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 
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Senator Kerr. Very well, sir. 
(The amendments referred to are as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., April 16, 1956. 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: Enclosed for the consideration of the Congress is a 
draft of amendments to the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 
(Public Law 566, 83d Cong.) agreed to with the Bureau of the Budget as indi- 
cated in the enclosed letter of March 19, 1956. 

The Department of Agriculture recommends enactment of this legislation as 
a means to enable it under its established programs to more adequately meet 
the needs for the conservation of water resources and the expanding use of 
water and to accomplish, as an integral part of the agricultural services already 
familiar to farm people, the purposes sought by Title Il of H. R. 5881 (currently 
in conference). 

The recommended draft bill would revise the definition of works of improve- 
ment as contained in section 2 (1) of the act to include in addition to flood pre- 
vention, “associated measures for the conservation, development, utilization, and 
disposal of water’; would provide that the Federal Government shall not bear, 
under the provisions of the act, that part of the construction cost for providing 
any capacity in structures for any puropse, except capacity for flood prevention, 
which is applicable to the production of direct identifiable benefits: would 
authorize the Secretary to make long-term loans in amounts not in excess of $5 
million on any single plan for works of improvement to local organizations to 
finance the local share of the costs; and would make the act also applicable to 
Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

Since all proposals for projects under Public Law 566 must be initiated by local 
agencies and the required sharing of costs by such agencies will differ on different 
projects it is not possible at this time to foresee what effect the amendments 
would have on requests for assistance. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this proposed legilsation and explanatory letter to the Congress for its con- 
sideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
True D. Morse, Acting Seerctary. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 19, 1956. 
The honorable the SEcRETARY OF AGRICULTURE. 
(Attention Mr. Carl R. Sapp, 104—-A, Administration Building. ) 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This is in reply to Assistant Secretary Peterson’s 
letter of February 24, 1956, and Mr. Wheeler’s earlier letter of January 24, both 
on the subject of amendments to the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention 
Act. It will also serve to confirm agreements subsequently reached informally 
among representatives of the Department of Agriculture, the Department of the 
Interior and the Department of Defense, the Public Works Coordinator, and the 
Bureau of the Budget as to revisions in the original draft proposal of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. There is attached a copy of the amendment in its final 
form. Copies of his letter and attachment are being sent to the organizations 
which participated in the discussion of the amendments. 

It is understood by all of the interested agencies that the close relationship 
between this draft bill and statutes with related purposes will necessitate the 
careful regulation of policy and operations under the different statutes. Only 
by such regulation will it be possible to assure consistency of policy in such 
matters as loans (including those where “excess” land is involved) and cost 
and benefit allocations, and to eliminate potential duplication of effort. 

You are advised that there is no objection to the presentation of the draft bill 
in its revised form to the Congress for its consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rocer W. JONES, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 
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A BILL To amend the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Stat 
f America in Congress assembled, That the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act (Act of August 4, 1954, 6S Stat. 666) is amended as follows 

(a) That part of the definition of the term “Works of improvement” as cor 
tuined in section 2 of the Act which reads “(1) flood prevention (including 
structural and land-treatment tneasures)” is amended to read: “(1) flood pre 
vention and associated measures for the conservation, development, utilization 
and disposal of water (including struc tural and land-treatment measures ).” 

(b) The proviso in paragraph (2) of section 4 of the Act is amended to re 
“Provided, That the Federal Government shall not bear, under the provisions of 
this Act, that part of the construction cost for providing any capacity in struc 
tures for any purpose (except flood prevention) which is applicable to the pr 
duction of direct identifiable benefits.” 

(c) The Act is further amended by inserting after section 7 the followin 
two new sections and renumbering subsequent sections of the Aet to conform 

“Sec. 8 The Secretary is authorized to make loans to local organizations to 
finance the local share of costs of carrying out Works of improvement provided 
for in this Act. Such loans shall be repaid in not more than fifty vears from the 
date when the principal benefits of the works of improvement first become avai 
able, with interest at the average rate, as determined by the Secretary of the 
‘Treasury, payable by the Treasury upon its marketable public obligations out 
standing at the beginning of the fiscal year in which the loan is made, which 
are neither due nor callable for redemption for 15 years from date of issue 
Provided, That, with respect to any single plan for works of improvement, the 
amount of any loan shall not exceed $5,000,000 

“Sec. 9. The provisions of this Act shall be applicable to Hawaii, Alaska, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.” 


0 


Mr. Pererson. The first amendment relates to broadening the pur- 
poses of the act. The Secretary’s proposal would revise the definition 
of “work of improvement” as contained in section 2 (1) of the Water 
shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act to include, in addition to 
flood prevention, “associated measures for the conservation, develop- 
ment, utilization, and disposal of water.” This amendment would 
permit the inclusion of water storage in flood-detention structures for 
other purposes such as irrigation or municipal water supply. It 
would also permit storage and release of water in a structure to 
maintain the low flow of streams for stock water, for maintaining fish 
and wildelife and for abating pollution : 

This amendment would eliminate the restriction of the act to flood 
prevention and agricultural water management measures providing 
the other types of water management, such as municipal water supply 
or fish and wildlife improvement, were associated with flood preven- 
tion. This would permit the utilization of sites for small dams for 
multiple purposes. It is generaly conceded that all available dam 
sites should be utilized for all purposes which they might properly 
serve in order to achieve the maximum possible beneticial use of avail- 
able water. Any arbitrary restriction in their use tends to defeat 
this objective. Local people who are required to initiate, construct, 
operate, and maintain watershed projects under the terms of Public 
Law 566 should not be precluded from including those non agricul- 
- ‘al phases of water development and use which are physically prac- 

ical and economically justified. 

“This amendment would also delete the proviso clause now in the act 
which prevents the Department from sharing in the cost of storage 
for purposes other than flood prevention. 


80696—56——4 
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The second proposed amendment specifically defines what the cost 
sharing should be for capacity in structures for purposes other than 
flood prevention. The amendment states— 

That the Federal Government ‘shall not bear, under the provisions of this Act, 
that part of the construction cost for providing any capacity in structures for 
any purpose (except flood prevention) which is applicable to the production of 
direct identifiable benefits. 

This amendment would leave unchanged the authority of the Secre- 
tary to determine what shall be considered an equitable sharing of 
construction costs for flood prevention capacity in consideration of 
anticipated benefits. 

This amendment provides, however, that the Secretary may not 
share in the cost of capacity for purposes other than flood prevention to 
a greater extent than would be determined by the ratio of indirect or 
community benefits to total benefits. 

Senator Kerr. That leaves me in a state of slight confusion. Do 
you suppose you could explain it in other words that would accomplish 
the very worthy aim of eliminating that degree of confusion? 

Mr. Prererson. I should be glad to try, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Maybe I could ask you a question. Would the effect 
of this amendment be to prevent the Federal Government doing what 
has heretofore been suggested, and that is paying for the capacity of 
the structure allocable to municipal water supply and then receiving 
reimbursement from the affected community over a period of years? 

Mr. Pererson. No—— 

Senator Kerr. Or would it permit that? 

Mr. Prererson. I believe it would, Senator. The amendments such 
as the Secretary proposed have within them a loan provision. It was 
not contemplated at the time the amendments were proposed that a 
reimbursement procedure as you suggest would be included. But I 
think either method might be used to reimburse the Federal Govern- 
ment for advanced costs. 

Senator Kerr. Are you in a position to say that if the bill contained 
such provision and corresponding otherwise to your amendment, that 
that particular provision would be acceptable ? 

Mr. Prererson. It would seem to me so. I think that the loaning 
provision and the proposal that you make are not incompatible one 
with the other. 

It would perhaps be well to explain here that in project evaluation 
studies made by all Federal agencies, benefits are divided into two 
general classes: (1) Those which are direct and can be identified with 
particular beneficiaries, and (2) other benefits which have been var- 
iously called indirect, secondary, or community benefits which occur 
within or outside of the project area to the public generally. For ex- 
ample, to make the case as simple as possible, if enough storage were 
provided in the floodwater detention structure to meee 100 acres of 
land, the direct benefits would be the increased net income resulting 
from irrigation of the crop grown on the land. The farmer would 
be the direct beneficiary. However, the crops grown on this land 
would have to be transported to some point of s sale and prepared for 
introduction into marketing channels. The increased income result- 
ing from transporting and processing is classed as an indirect benefit 
which accrues to various people usu: ally not identifiable in advance. 
It has been generally considered sound public policy to use public 
funds to cover costs allocable to these indirect or community benefits. 
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This principle applies in the justification under Federal reclamation 
law of interest-free loans for irrigation development. 

The Department does not favor the amendment in H. R. 8750 which 
would prohibit the Secretary from requiring that local organizations 
shall assume any part of the construction cost of structural measures 
applicable to flood prevention. We feel that this amendment in H. R. 
8750 defeats the concept of cost sharing presently embodied in the act 
which provides that, “local organizations shall assume such propor- 
tionate share of the cost of any works of improvement involving I ed- 
eral assistance as may be determined by the Secretary to be equitable 
in consideration of the anticipated benefits from such improvements.” 
In other words, cost sharing should be determined as between the local 
sponsors of projects and the Federal Government on the basis of the 
ratio of direct identifiable local benefits to total benefits and local 
landowners or other benefited interests should participate in projects 
cost to the extent of their benefits with due regard to all the variable 
and peculiar circumstances as between the many small projects sus- 
ceptible of development under the provisions of the act. As to projects 
developed thus far we have attempted to fully recognize the individual 
peculiarities of each. 

We believe that the success of this program depends on acceptance 
by local communities of responsibility for project initiation and for 
direct participation in project costs. People must first believe and be 
convinced in their own judgments that projects are of benefit to them- 
selves and their communities. This is the basis on which the projects 
to date have been planned and proposed by local organizations. 

Many local organizations which have sought assistance under Public 
Law 566 have already found it difficult or impossible to obtain com- 
mercial loans at reasonable rates of interest for meeting the local share 
of project costs. Therefore, this Department has recommended an 
amendment to Public Law 566 to provide for Government loans at the 
long-term Federal borrowing rate to enable local organizations to 
carry their appropriate share of the project costs. The Secretary’s 
recommendation differs slightly from the comparable amendment in 
H. R. 8750. It provides more specific criteria for determination by 
the Secretary of the Treasury of the applicable long-term interest 
rate. It also limits loans to not more than $5 million on any one 
project. 

Senator Kerr. Would a provision with reference to this responsi- 
bility that the Federal Government might pay the costs and then have 
a contract for reimbursement be of sufficient substance to meet your 
suggestion in this regard ? 

Mr. Pererson. As I said earlier, Senator, it seems to me that the net 
result is comparable in either case. ' 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Pererson. The Secretary’s recommendation would extend the 
provisions of Public Law 566 to Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands. It is the same provision contained in H. R. 8750. It 
is our understanding that the omission of the Territories was an over- 
sight in drafting the original act. We believe it to be equitable and 
fair that the provisions of the act should be extended to the Territories. 

H. R. 8750 and other bills contain various amendments that are not 
included in the Secretary’s recommendations. 
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One amendment in H. R. 8750 would set up certain conditions under 
which a structure providing more than 5,000 acre-feet of total capacity 
may be included in a watershed plan. These conditions are (1) that 
the structure will be constructed by a local organization as an integral 
part of the watershed plan, (2) that the flood-prevention capacity of 
the structure will not exceed 5,000 acre-feet, and (3) that the con- 
struction cost of capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet will be borne 
entirely by the local organization. This amendment would permit 
the inclusion of tlood- prevention storage at sites which local organi- 

zations wish to utilize for other purposes. For example, if a munici- 
pality wishes to build a municipal water supply reservoir, but at the 
same site up to 5,000 acre-feet of flood-prevention capacity could be 
incorporated in the structure to be built by the municipality, such a 
structure could be included in the plan. ‘The Department could share 
in the cost of the flood-prevention storage but the municipality would 
be required to pay for the entire cost of all storage over 5,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Kerr. Well, now, to pay for that by reimbursing the Fed- 
eral Government who has already paid for it— 

Mr. Perrrson. There are various arrangements under which that 
could be accomplished. That is the current one, I believe, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Perrrson. We have worked out several arrangements of this 
kind in the 11 watersheds authorized under the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 and in the pilot watershed program. This amendment is con- 
sistent with the position we have taken that these projects should pro- 
vide for inclusion of features to provide for all beneficial use of water 
which are economically justified. Our experience thus far would in- 
dicate that this provision would find application only in a limited 
number of watershed projects. 

Another amendment in H. R. 8750 would strike out the terminal date 
of July 1, 1956, after which the Department of Agriculture could, in 
no event, contract for works of improvement. We are advised that 
this amendment would have little or no practical effect since the act 
would still prohibit the Secretary from contracting improvements 
whenever a local organization had legal authority to do so. Ac ‘tually, 
this legal authority is inherent in the capacity of a local organization 
to carry out, operate, and maintain works of improvement, which is a 
prerequisite to making an application for assistance under the act. 
We believe that local contracting for structural works of improvement 
should be maintained as a matter of principle. We reiterate that these 
are local projects with Federal assistance rather than Federal public 
works. Hence, we oppose this amendment. 

Another amendment provides for exemption of projects involving a 
Federal contribution of less than $250,000 to the construction cost of 
structural works of improvement from review by other Federal agen- 
cies and transmission to the Congress. There is an interrelation be- 
tween small and large water-resource projects that should not be over- 
looked when there is a practical and significant relationship. In view 
of the nature of growing demands for usable water supplies we believe 
it is desirable to provide for review by all agencies with water responsi- 
bilities. We want to eliminate all unnecessary administrative steps, 
but in view of increasing water-project developments, we believe a 
review procedure is important. 
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Our experience this far under the act has brought us to the conclu 
sions here expressed. We expect further experience will lead to ad 
ditional suggestions for changes. In administering this act we are 
doing our best to make it serve the real and pra tical need which was 
envisaged when it was enacted and which local watershed commun 
ties believe it can serve. In doing this, we hold to the philosophy that 
these are local projects with Federal participation, not Federal pro] 
ects with local participation. Amendments which would tend to make 
these Federal projects, we believe, would not be desirable. 

In closing, l would like to emphasize agai the poten e of the manage 
ment of our farm and forest lands in our total water conservation pro 
cram. Water is first an agricultural resource. Its conservation and 
use is first a problem of our farmers and landowners. The water 
which runs off the lands and enters the river systems of the country 
subsequently acquires other problem characteristics 

For too long the simple fundamental fact about the association of 
water and land management was overlooked. ‘The passage of the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Pi revention mal and thie legislath e 
history in the agricultural committees of the Congress has crystallized 
a polie v that recognizes the direct interrel: siieaailaaes between our wate) 
resources and the land upon which it falls as rain or sno Within 
each watershed this interrelationship of land management and wate) 
management is first an agricultural problem confronting farmers and 
landowners or operators —e deal with drought and floods, with i 
rigation and drainage, or with erosion control and sediment. 

When the President aaa this legislation he said in part: 

How much water runs off, and how fast, and how much soaks in to feed crops 

and springs—these quantities depend in large measure on what kind of land it 
falls on, what this land is used for, and what kind of cover—trees, grass—the 
land has. 
That is why the Department of Agriculture has such a great responsi 
bility in this water picture. It is an agricultural function to assist 
farmers, ranchers, and forest owners with land use and water manage 
ment practices on watershed lands where the rain first falls and where 
the first productive users of the water are made, and where the first 
steps can be taken to control its destructive force. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Peterson. Are there questions / 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask Mr. Peterson 
with reference to cost allocation whether or not the percentage of the 
cost of construction of the structure itself which the local organiza- 
tion Is required to assume is affected at all by the amount that this 
local organization is required to expend for the purpose of getting 
rights-of-way and easements and to assume the cost of maintenance 
thereafter ? 

Mr. Peterson. Yes, it is, Senator Hruska. The first approach that 
we use in determining the cost-sharing arrangements is to use the 
principle of the direct identifiable benefit ratio to total benefits. When 
the costs which the local organization would then pay under that 
formula are developed, we take into account the total project and, 
frankly, a judgment is applied. The local people are required to 
undertake, as you know, land-treatment measures, fencing, reseeding, 
changes in farming practices, provision for sod w aterw ays, and other 
practices which have an effect on the rate of insoak of rainfall or the 
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rate of runoff. That is a cost to the local organization. The land 
easements and rights-of-way are a cost. The cost of maintenance, 
capitalized cost, is a cost. Contracting is a cost. All those are eval- 
uated. A judgment is then applied. In each local circumstance, and 
in most of them that I have personally reviewed, a transfer of what 
would otherwise be local cost to Federal cost has been made. 

Senator Hruska. Now, you say the element of judgment enters into 
the final result, and it is an element of judgment which is somewhat 
subjective in nature; is that not true 4 

Mr. Prrerson. Unquestionably that is true, sir. 

Senator Hruska. And yet would it be fair to say that that element 
of judgment is not only hedged in but that it is guided by several very 
definitely stated standards which are the predomin: int characteristics 
in reaching the ultimate result ? 

Mr. Pererson. I think that is a fair statement to make, sir. 

Senator Hruska. And that is one of the features of the present law 
which the Department feels should be retained ? 

Mr. Pererson. We do feel it should be retained. I might comment 
that in view of the questioning which went on earlier in this hearing 
the principle that we hold to, we think, is equally applicable to other 
publie works, namely that when a property owner or an individual in 
his individual capacity has anything he owns enhanced in value be- 
cause of a Federal program of public work or assistance as of this 
character, then that person who has the thing which he owns, which 
is of value, enhanced in value, should contribute something to the 
cost of creating that enhanced value. 

Senator Kerr. You apply that to navigation and highways? 

Mr. Prerrerson. I think it should be applied, Senator. Admittedly, 
it is not under the present circumstances. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think that presently there is a requirement of 
that kind in regard to navigation and highway projects ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. | do not believe so, sir, not in navigation nor in flood 
control. 

Senator Kerr. Would you, then, say that you would make it appli- 

cable to farmers in reference to projects benefiting them because vou 
1 elieve it isa principle that should apply to all, or would you limit that 
by saying it should apply to all and be made applicable to the farmers 
when it is made applicable to others? 

Mr. Prererson. Senator, that is a nice question. 

Senator Kerr. I think it is too, and I would like to have it answered. 

Mr. Prrerson. Someone has to take a stand on the issue of the ex- 
penditure of Federal money which results in enhancement of values 
to private persons and rightly or wrongly we have taken that position. 

Senator Kerr. Well 

Mr. Pererson. Now. there is one other characteristic—excuse me, 
sir. 

Senator Kerr. I want to ask you this. Let us admit, for the sake 
of argument, that that is a desirable objective. In making it appli- 

cable. do you think it should be applicable piecemeal or do. you think 
that it should not be made applicable to a limited percent of the people 
prior to its being made applicable to all of the people? 

Mr. Pererson. Certainly the desirable approach would be to make 
it applicable to all at one time, Senator. Most of these programs have 
developed over a long period in our history with varying pieces of 
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legislation developed under varying and different conditions. 1 ques 
tion, in my own mind at least, that the time will ever come when we 
will make it applicable to all at one fell swoop, so to speak. 

There is one other thing that I think might be mentioned in connec 
tion with projects under Public Law 566, and that is, as 1 attempted 
te point out, these are local projects. The proposal comes from the 
local organization. 

Senator Kerr. Now, that is true only because the law directs it, is it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct. But it is a distinguishing feature 
from other types of public work to which you just referred, sir. The 
local people through their local organization may make a proposal to 
the Secretary of Agri iculture, under the terms of this act. While they 
are ( ompelled under the terms of the act to follow, as you suggest, the 
provisions of the act, nonetheless they do in their proposals to us sug 
gest the cost-sharing arrangements. When they believe they cannot 
Lear the entire cost, the “y state the reasons in detail in the projects they 
propose. They offer what they themselves think they are capable 
of doing. And, as I said in my statement, I believe that if people 
believe and understand and accept the responsibility for these projects, 
they will be more meaningful, the projects will be more meaningful 
than otherwise, particul: arly in view of the fact that the landowners 
have certain things which they have to do in their land-management 
practices to make these projects fully valuable. 

Senator Case, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Senator Case. 

Senator Case. If I might, I would like to ask a question there. Mr. 
Secretary, do you mean that the division as to sharing of cost is in 
each case a proposal by the local sponsor of a project ? 

Mr. Pererson. That is correct, Senator Case. 

Senator Kerr. That is required, is it not, under the law ¢ 

Mr. Pererson. The law requires that the Secretary shall establish 
un equitable cost-sharing arrangement. 

Senator Kerr. Do you not have a regulation that requires it or that 
tells them an application would not be considered unless it has within 
ita proposal by them of what they will contribute / 

Mr. Pererson. I do not believe it is stated in just those words, Sen: 
tor. Wesay this—-- 

Senator Kerr. Is that not the practical effect of it / 

Mr. Prrerson. No, I do not believe so. We say this, that the cost 
sharing shall be on the basis of direct identifiable benefits to the total 
benefit, when that ratio is applied to costs. Then the local people pro- 
pose to us such modifications as they feel are equitable in that applica- 
tion, and we then review their proposal. 

Senator Kerr. Then the suggestion that they make as to what cost 
they will pay is the result of either the provision in the law or the regu- 
lations of the Department, or both, is it not ? 

Mr. Pererson. Not precisely, Senator, because—— 

Senator Kerr. Well, almost. 

Mr. Pererson. No, sir, because we attempt to evaluate the differences 
between all of these small projects. There are no two individual com- 
munities which are precisely the same, either the capacity to pay, the 
type of results, or hydrologic and economic results that are to be ob- 
tained. We had to have a beginning point someplace to determine 
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that cost-sharing arrangement. Therefore we took this ratio of which 

I have spoken. When the local people understand what the costs 
would be under that ratio, then under the light of their own circum- 4 
stances, with their own initiative they propose to the Secretary what 
they feel they are willing to put forth. 

Senator Kerr. Is that by reason of an indication that that will be 
considered 4 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, we have considered it and do consider it. 

Senator Kerr. Well, but do you indicate that to them before this 
proposal ismade out by them / 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that is what I was asking you. 

Mr. Pererson. Well, 1am sorry I did not get to it directly, 

Senator Case. Let us see how this works out. How sue aot 
have been proposed to the Department at departmental level / 

Mr. Pererson. I will have to inquire of Mr. Brown on that one. 

Mr. Brown. Sir, we are in the course of planning 174 projects. 
Thirty of those projects have been approved i in the oflice of the Secre- 
tury, and twenty-four of them sent to the Congress. 

Senator Casr. All right. Of those 30 which have received approval 
at departmental level, what is the total size, what is the average size 
of those projects and what is your lowest and largest ¢ 

Mr. Brown. In terms of dollar cost, the total program, including 
the land treatment and structural measures for all 30 projects would 
be 835.622. 000, or an aver age of S1.187.000 per project. Now, the 
smallest one of those projects involves a total cost of only 860,500. 
The I: argest of the projec ts involves a cost of $5,561,000. 

Senator Case. What isthe a age Federal share / 

Mr. Brown. The average Federal share of the cost is 44.6 percent, 
or an average of $529,400, 

Senator Casre. Now, how many of those—in how many of those 
projects would the Federal share be less than $250,000 4 

Mr. Brown. The Federal share would be—now, Senator, let me 
explain that if the provision is included in H. R. 8750 which would 
shift all of the construction costs over to the Federal side, there would 
then 20 out of the 30 projects which would have a Federal cost of less 
than $250,000, 

Senator Case. In other words, then, two-thirds of the projects would 
not be subject to the review required by present law if the amendment 
proposed by 8750 were adopted ? 

Mr. Brown. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Case. Now, what is the position of the Department, Mr. 
Peterson, with respect to that elimination of the review procedures with 
the $250,000 as the cutoff line ? 

Mr. Pererson. Well, Senator, let me preface my answer to your 
question by saying this: We believe water is the No. 1 problem in the 
country. Our information is that the use of water will double in the 
next 25 years. We think that there will be a great acceleration in 
water development of all kinds forced by economic necessity. In view 
of that fact, we think the review procedure should be retained. We 
do feel, however, that if the Congress sees fit, the Congress can arrange 
its own position with respect to the time that these projects should be 
before the committees of the Congress—and it could distinguish as 
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between size of projects as for time of review. But we do think there 
is an interrelationship between the effect of small projects system of 
which they are a part on the flow of the main stems of the river and 
water yield and related factors, and because there are otner agencies 
in this field, both State and Federal, we think the review procedures 
should be retained. 

Senator Case. I noticed in your preface there that you said that you 
are advised that the—I think you said “use”; I assume you mean 
“consumption” 

Mr. Prererson. That is correct. 

Senator Cask. That the consumption of water will double in the 
next 25 years. 

Mr. Pererson. That is our information. 

Senator Case. I remember General Sturgis said to this committee 
a year ago, Mr. Chairman, that the amount of water had quadrupled 
in 50 vears, that is, the amount of water used; but when you take into 
consideration the increasing population, it meant that we had doubled 
the consumption of water in this country in 50 years. Now, are you 
suggesting that the next 25 vears will double the 

Senator Kerr. Demand. 

Senator Case. The demand? 

Mr. Pererson. That is the information that we have. It Is esti 
mates, to be sure. May I say this- 

Senator KErr. Does the Corps of Engineers have an estimate on 
that, General Itschner / 

General Irscuner. I think that that estimate has been mace bya 
number of reliable authorities, sir. It depends a lot on speculation as 
to population increases. But more than sauthing else, the country 
will develop a greater need for water per capiti i. I believe that prob 

ably is a good as anybody can estimate at this time. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 

Senator Case. I was just drawing it to your attention because that 
would mean in the next 25 years we are going to double as against 
the last. 50, or are you modifying that by the increasing population / 

Mr. Prererson. Now, I think this, Senator Case, that if that is a 
reasonably correct estimate, that it is necessary to develop the maxi 
mum insoak of water for unde rground storage. Right now there are 
many areas in the country where the drawdown on underground sup 
plies, so I am advised, is depleting those supplies. These small proj- 
ects 

Senator Kerr. Well, is there any place that that situation does not 
prevail ? 

Mr. Peterson. Not that I know of, Senator Kerr. That makes it 
important the surface of the land be handled in such a way that - re 
results the maximum utilization of the water that falls, either by 
insoak to increase underground water or retention and release from 
surface reservoirs. 

Senator Kerr. Is that the reason you think this review procedure 
should be retained / 

Mr. Pererson. The reason I think it should be retained is because 
of the accelerating work of all water management agenices will bring 
them into such close relationship, one with the other, that the review 
procedure should be retained so that each agency may be fully aware 
and take account of what occurs in this area of work. 
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Senator Case. Well, is it conceivable that any of these smaller proj- 
ects would reduce the insoak of the water? 

Mr. Prererson. We think to the contrary, Senator Case. 

Senator Case. Let me ask this question: What has been the lapse 
of time between the time that a project has been recommended to you 
by a State agency and the date of its final approval under the present 
law ¢ 
Mr. Pererson. May I ask Mr. Brown to respond to that question, 
sir? 

Mr. Brown. Well, Senator, the first of the projects were recom- 
mended by the State agencies within a matter of a month or two after 
passage of the Act in August 1954. They have taken a variable time 
to actually accomplish the planning in the field. The first projects 
that are now or have been before the Congress were submitted to other 
rege al agencies for review on October 10, 1955. The first of the 
first 13 projects which were approved were submitted by the Bureau 
of the Budget to the Congress on April 20, 1956. 

Mr. Peterson. I might say, Senator Case, that in the initial starting 
of this act that my own view is the steps to be taken have been much 
slower than they are at present. With your permission, I would like 
to ask Mr. Brown to advise the committee as to what the present 
time lapse is in the presentation of a project from the State organiza- 
tion and its going through the steps within the Department. 

Senator Kerr. That is a very good question. 

Senator Case. I would like to have that done, but I would like 
to have it done with special reference to the time required by the 
Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Chairman. I believe in the principle of 
review by the Bureau of the Budget on legislation that costs money, 
venerally speaking, but I really think that the review of the Bureau of 
the Budget should be primarily fiscal in character and not of an 
engineering or water conservation type; that is, I think the Bureau 
of the Budget on matters like this should be concerned with the fiscal 
effects. I do not believe that the Bureau of the Budget should be a 
second estimator or second guesser on the engineering and conserva- 
tion features. 

Mr. Peterson. I would agree with that. 

Senator Case. On small projects. 

Senator Kerr. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Seantor Kerr. Are there further questions of this witness? 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, will we in due time get the com- 
ments of Mr. Brown with reference to the time scheduling of these 
applications; that of interest to the committee at this time / 

Senator Kerr. Well, we will get anything that any member wants. 

Senator Hruska. It was suggested by Mr. Peterson that Mr. Brown 
be permitted to speak to that point. Now, if it is pertinent at this 
point, unless it is going to be covered by someone else 

Mr. Pererson. Excuse me, that was the time that it is presently 
taking 

Senator Hruska. That is correct, after the pioneering of this leg- 
islation has expired. 
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Mr. Brown. Well, Senator, it appears that the average time from 
the initiation of the average application until it gets its final approval 
in the Congress would probably be on the order of 1 ye ar; considering 
~ time required for planning of these projects which will depend 

gain on the size of the projects, it may run from } months to 6 months 
or longer, and the prescribed — allowed for review by other Federal 
agencies, which is 60 days, a 45-day period allowed for the project 
to lay before the Congress, we would estimate that 1 year would prob 
ably be a minimum average figure. Some will take longer. 

Senator Hruska. Does not the planning precede the submission 
of the application ¢ 

Mr. Brown. No; that follows the application. ‘The first step is the 
application by the local organization referred to the State agency for 
approval. When it is approved and transmitted to the Department 
of Agriculture, that is when it is acted upon from a planning stand 
point. 

Senator Case. Who does that planning / 

Mr. Brown. The technical assistance 1s provided by the Soil Con 
servation Service with the assistance of the Forest Service and by 
other Federal agencies where there are concerns of those agencies. 

Senator Case. Well, at the local level. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir, in the watershed. It is a planning assistance 
to the local organization in the project area. 

Senator Casr. Have you found it necessary in connection with any 
of the projects that are approved to exercise the authority for con- 
tracting that is paineaittad under that third proviso 4 

Mr. Brown. No, sir. There have been no contracts let to date, and, 
of course, that proviso has now expired anyhow in terms of the present 
law. After July 1, 1956, the Department could not legally contract 
for any improvement. 

Senator Case. Well, if you strike out that 1956 limitation, you 
would still have the authority, would you not 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir, but we have not found any case thus far where 
the local organization does not have the authority to contract; there- 
fore we would be prohibited in any event. 

Senator Hruska. If that is true, however, the retention of that July 
1, 1956, date would do not harm, would it ? 

Mr. Brown. That is correct. 

Senator Case. Mr, Chairman, this certainly isa most important pro- 
gram. I am glad the Department of Agriculture is working on it, 
and I am glad that it is being approached sympathetically. I hope 
that this committee can report this bill or a bill in such a fashion as 
to expedite the program and assist the Department in expediting it. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I would certainly share the Senator’s wishes. 

If there are no further questions of Mr. Peterson, the committee 
will recess until 2 o'clock, at which time Mr. Stevens, of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, will be before us, and then we will hear the 
other witnesses through the afternoon that have been scheduled for 
appearance. 

(Whereupon, at 12:35 p. m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p. m., the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 
Senator Kerr. Our next witness is Mr. Stevens. 


STATEMENT OF THEODORE STEVENS, ACTING LEGISLATIVE 
COUNSEL FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; ACCOM- 
PANIED BY DAN McCARTHY, CHIEF, PROGRAMS AND COORDINA- 
TION BRANCH, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 


Mr. Stevens. Mr. Chairman, my name is Theodore Stevens. I am 
the acting legislative counsel for the Department of Interior. Mr. 
Dan McCarty is also with me. He is the Chief of the Programs and 
Coordination Branch of the Bureau of Reclamation. We do not 
have a prepared statement. Our Department was not asked to report 
upon this bill, although on June 19, Assistant Secretary Aandahl 
did report on the Ellender bill, S 3727. That bill has been agreed to 
by the Bureau of the Budget, the Public Works Coordinator, the 
Department of Agriculture, the Department of Interior, and the 
Department of Defense. And so far as the Department of Interior 
is concerned, that is the bill which we are in favor of. 

As to any position on H. R. 8750, unfortunately we have not formu- 
lated an official departmental position on that bill. 

I am here to urge that the provisions of S. 3727 be ade pted, ane 
that is the bill that we are interested in. 

If you have any specific question concerning reclamation, Mr. 
MeCarty, he is here to answer those. 

Senator Kerr. Any questions, Senator / 

Senator Hruska. Well, Mr. Chairman, this morning we heard 
testimony from General Itschner in which he commented upon 8. 3737. 
He made some suggestions—and I am wondering if it would be in 
order that Mr. Stevens or his companion here be given opportunity to 
comment on those suggestions in a statement which they could insert 
in the record at this point at a later time. 

Senator Kerr. I think that would be very appropriate. Do you 
have any remarks that you care to make about it now 4 

Mr. Srevens. I picked up those suggested amendments just as we 
left, Senator. We would appreciate the opportunity to do so, and we 
would be pleased to do so. We have no comments as such concerning 
the bill. These proposed amendments are new to us and we would 
like a chance to review them. 

Senator Kerr. And then give it to us at your early convience. 

Mr. Srevens. Very well. Mr. Chairman, do you have some date to. 
suggest ? 

Senator Kerr. Well, we would be glad to have them tomorrow, but 
that is a holiday. 

Mr. Srevens. Very well. I will try to have them Thursday, sir. 

Senator Kerr. But Monday would be in plenty of time, or Tuesday 
if it would be of some help to you. I said at your earliest oe 
and I thought that would let you have enough leeway. I think i 
would also be appropriate for the Department of Agriculture to com- 
ment on the suggestions made by General Itschner. 

Mr. Srevens. Thank you. 
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(The material referred to above is as follows :) 


WEPARTMENY OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C i July wv, Pvot 
Hon. Ronert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control and Rivers and Harbor 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senat 
DEAR SENATOR Kerr: In response to your request during 


he hearings on July 
I 


5, 1956, on H. R. 8750, a bill to amend the watershed protection and flood pre 
vention act, we are providing the following comments on the four amendments to 


this bill suggested by the Chief of Engineers, United States Army 

1. The first amendment suggested by the Chief of Engineers would add a pro 
viso “that not more than 50 per centum of the total capacity of the structures 
shall be for purposes other than flood prevention.’ The Corps’ argument for 
this amendment is that it would “retain the policy that the watershed program 
are designed primarily for flood damage reduction 

We consider that this is a misinterpretation of expressed congressional intent 
in enactment of Public Law 566. Flood prevention is 1 of the 2 coordinate and 
coequal purposes of works of improvement installed under the provisions of the 
act, the second of which is “the agricultural phases of the conservation, devel 
opment, utilization, and disposal of water.” H. R. 8750 and all other proposed 
hills to amend Public Law 566 would broaden this second purpose to include 
not only agricultural but also nonagricultural phases of the conservation, devel 
opment, utilization, and disposal of water. 

The amendment suggested by the Chief of Engineers would have the effect of 
placing an arbitrary restriction on the allocation of capacity in any structure 
The capacity needed in any structure for flood prevention is totally unrelated 
to the amount needed for any other purpose, such as municipal water supply or 
irrigation. Under the proposed amendment if the amount of flood prevention 
storage needed were 1,000 acre-feet, the allowable maximum for municipal 
water supply at that site would be 1,000 acre-feet. If the capacity needed for 
flood prevention were 5,000 acre-feet, then 5,000 acre-feet of municipal water 
supply storage could be provided. This restriction would obviously prevent the 
utilization of a given reservoir site in accordance with the particular needs for 
different kinds of storage at that particular site. 

The Department has no objection to placing an overall ceiling, such as 25,000 
acre-feet, on the total capacity that may be developed at a single site nor to a 
ceiling on flood-prevention capacity to some lesser figure, such as 5,000 acre-feet. 
It does strenuously object, however, to requiring that capacity for one purpose 
should be related to or limited by the capacity for another purpose. 

2. The second proposed amendment does not appear to be inconsistent with 
policy of this Department. Under Public Law 566 and our proposed amendments 
thereto, all works of improvement must be constructed by local organizations, 
regardless of purpose or maximum size permitted. This Department is opposed 
to a Federal contribution to the construction cost of capacity for municipal and 
industrial water supply. A cash contribution to the cost allocated to not more 
than 5,000 acre-feet of capacity for flood prevention is provided for in the present 
act and would be continued under the proposed amendment. 

To achieve the purposes of Public Law 566, reservoirs must be planned as a 
part of the total watershed development. The Department is opposed to pro- 
viding any financial assistance to local organization for any reservoirs unless 
these are integral parts of a watershed plan for works of improvement. If 
this amendment is considered by the committee, it is suggested that the word 
“planned” in the fourth line of the amendment be deleted in order to avoid the 
possible interpretation that the Federal Government would participate in a 
reservoir to be planned as a separate and distinct unit and not a part of a 
watershed plan by a local organization. 

3. We do not consider that the third amendment adds substantially to the 
other amendments already under consideration by the committee. If it is to 
be considered, however, there needs to be a more explicit definition of what 
Federal laws shall be taken into account. 

4. This Department is opposed to the fourth proposed amendment by the Corps 
of Engineers. One of the primary purposes of Public Law 566 is to provide 
needed and otherwise unavailable technical assistance to local organizations in 
developing integrated plans for land treatment measures and associated struc- 
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tural measures on small watersheds. The entire concept and purpose of “water- 
shed protection” authorized by the act is to bring together in one program the 
beneficial effects of a combination of land treatment measures and small struc- 
tural measures. One group of measures is directly dependent upon the other 
and the total program must be planned and designed as a single unit. In this 
respect Public Law 566 and the proposed amendments thereto are distinctly 
different from the provisions of the small reclamation projects bill, H. R. 5881, 
which contemplates Federal loans to local organizations for development or 
rehabilitation and betterment of individual structural facilities such as storage 
reservoirs, diversions, canals, ete., without regard to related land treatment 
needs on the one hand or coordination with downstream works of improvement 
on the other hand. As the representative of the Chief of Engineers has pointed 
out in his testimony and in the view of the Secretary of Agriculture, there is a 
need for coordination of the planned improvements on small watersheds with 
those planned by major construction agencies, such as the Corps of Engineers 
and Bureau of Reclamation. Adequate river basin coordination would be im- 
possible to achieve if the local organizations were made solely responsible for 
engineering, planning, design, and supervision of construction of structural 
measures in small watersheds. 

Federal technical aid in planning, design, and construction is foremost in im- 
portance to local organizations in developing and carrying out watershed plans 
under the intent of Public Law 566. In succeeding order of importance are the 
need for Federal financial assistance in sharing the cost of improvements and 
in granting long-term credit at low rates of interest to enable the local organiza- 
tions to carry out their share of the job. In general, it would be much more 
feasible for local organizations to assume responsibility for engineering and con- 
struction on local protection works of the type carried out by the Corps of 
Engineers than to assume responsibility for the planning and engineering work 
required to achieve proper coordination of upstream watershed protection with 
major river developments such as downstream reservoirs. 

This proposed amendment would thwart the objectives that have been so 
strongly stressed by the Chief of Engineers, namely, that of achieving proper 
and adequate coordination of watershed plans with major river developments. 

We appreciate the opportunity afforded to this Department to comment on the 
amendments proposed by the Chief of Engineers, and would be glad to work with 
your committee in further consideration of the amendments needed to make 
Public Law 566 more effective in aiding local organizations to plan and carry 
out watershed protection and flood prevention projects. 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE D. Morsk, Acting Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 16, 1956. 
Hon. Ropert S. Kerr, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Committee on Public Works, United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR Kerr: At the hearings before your subcommittee on 8S. 3127, 
H. R. 8750, and related bills, representatives of this Department were handed 
a typewritten document prepared by the Corps of Engineers entitled “Suggested 
Amendments to Public Law 566” and asked to supply for the record our comments 
thereon. 

As you have been advised, our report of June 19, to the Senate Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry recommended that S. 3727 be enacted without amend- 
ment. If H. R. 8750 is to be taken up, it is our further recommendation that it 
be not enacted unless it is amended to conform to 8S. 3727. S. 3727 would amend 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act so as to enlarge the permis- 
sible scope of the Department of Agriculture’s operations under that act without 
unduly complicating or duplicating the work of this Department in the water 
resources field and without setting up an enlarged program under the act on 
standards varying substantially from those under which the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion and the Corps of Engineers operate. 

Our general comment on the Army’s draft of amendments is, therefore, that 
we are not in a position to support them without clearance with the other De- 
partments involved, the Bureau of the Budget, and the Public Works Coordinator. 
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So far as this Department's interests alone are concerned, however, and to the 
extent to which the Army amendments would cause H. R. 8750 to move closer to 
S. 3727, we believe that their adoption would be a desirable improvement in the 
House bill. In that regard, the corps’ proposed amendment No. 1 seems unneces 
sary in view of their proposed amendment No. 2. The latter would limit Fed 
eral participation for flood control prevention to 5,000 acre-feet. Amendment 
No. 3 would require more uniformity in repayments for other than flood control 
capacity and equitable allocation of cost when the same capacity serves multiple 
uses. Amendment No. 4 would provide for the assumption by local agencies of 
responsibility for the engineering functions in connection with proposed struc 
tures, 

This Department urges that the provisions of S. 83727 would be preferable to 
proposed amendments Nos. 1 and 2. Further, amendment No. 4 would, in out 
opinion, place an additional expense upon local organization which seems un 
warranted when the majority of the structures to be erected will probably follow 
standard designs of the Soil Conservation Service. If adopted, at least the pro 
vision should be permissive, giving the local organization the option of provid 
ing the service if they so desire. 

Amendment No. 3 might tend to improve Public Law 566, but only if reconciled 
with the amendment suggested in 8S. 3727 (section 8) regarding loans, particu 
larly in reference to those projects in which “excess lands” are involved, and this 
subject requires further consideration concerning the size of the average loans 
the prospective size of the proposed projects, and the relationship of the projects 
to the overall development of the watershed involved. 

The above comments have not been cleared with the Bureau of the Budget 
nor the Public Works Coordinator. The comments are made at this time in an 
swer to the specific request made to our acting legislative counsel at the hearing. 
Our departmental position remains unchanged; we favor enactment of S. 3727 
without amendment. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


Senator Kerr. I want to place into the record here a letter on this 
bill from Leo V. Bodine, executive vice president of the National 
Lumber Manufacturers Association. 

(The letter is as follows:) 


NATIONAL LUMBER MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, 


Washington, D. C., July 2, 1956. 
Senator Rospert S. KErkR, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control, Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR KERR: We understand that you have called a hearing for July 
3 of your subcommittee to consider H. R. 8750 and related legislation. 

We urge that no action be taken on H. R. 8750 or similar legislation to amend 
the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act as insufficient time has 
elapsed since its enactment in 1954 to provide the necessary experience funda- 
mental to sound change. However, if the act is to be amended it is recom- 
mended that no amendments be approved which would lessen State and local 
financial and other responsibility. 

Our interest in this matter stems from the fact that many watersheds which 
may be subject to the provisions of the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act are forested to a greater or less degree. Frequently substantial acre- 
ages of such forested watershed lands are owned by members of the lumber 
industry. Our industry is becoming water conservation conscious and we wish 
to cooperate in economical and well-conceived programs, believing that good 
forest management provides good watershed management. 

Our industry believes, however, that State and local governments have a 
responsibility to solve their own water resource problems. We believe that 
Federal activity affecting water resources should be limited to those phases that 
are a definite Federal responsibility and that financial and other contributions 
of Federal, regional, State, and local interests should be made in accordance 
with the benefits derived. 

Our study of H. R. 8750 indicates, first, that its enactment would be prema- 
ture and unnecessary at present in view of the fact that so little time has elapsed 
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since enactment of Public Law 566, the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act. It must be remembered that this law was finally approved on August 
t, 1954, only after extensive hearings and debate and the painstaking develop- 
ment of the language constituting its many provisions. Following enactment, 
many months were taken by the Department of Agriculture in the difficult task 
of developing regulations and procedures. It can be said, therefore, that actual 
operations under the act have been confined to a very short period, hardly in 
excess of a year. We believe that additional experience should be gained, at 
least over the next year or two, to provide facts fundamental to sound change. 

However, if the act is to be amended, we believe that no amendments should 
be approved which would lessen State and local financial and other responsi- 
bility. This recommendation is in line with our basic policies, which have been 
referred to above. Certain provisions of H. R. 8750 would appear to depart from 
these policies. For example, the bill provides that all of the cost of structures 
for flood prevention be borne by the Federal Government. Under the present 
formula of the act, however, the cost is to be divided between Federal and local 
agencies on the basis of benefits conferred. In this instance we believe the 
language of the act should be retained. Again, the bill would amend the act 
to extend the time during which the Secretary of Agriculture may construct 
works of improvement in the absence of an organization authorized under State 
law. In this regard, also, we believe the language of the act should be retained. 

We would appreciate having this letter made a part of the record of the hear- 
ings before your subcommittee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Leo V. Boprne, 
Executive Vice President. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. W. D. Parish, Falcon Water C ompact, McAllen, 
Tex. I want to say to the distinguished citizen of Texas that the 
majority leader, Senator Lyndon Johnson, sent word he would have 
liked to be here for your appearance and he wants you to know he 
wishes you well. 


Mr. Parisu. Thank you, sir. 


STATEMENT OF W. D. PARISH ON BEHALF OF HIDALGO AND 
CAMERON COUNTIES WATER CONTROL AND IMPROVEMENT 
DISTRICT NO. 9, MERCEDES, TEX., AND THE FALCON WATER 
COMPACT, McALLEN, TEX. 


Mr. Partsu. My name is W. D. Parish. I am here representing 
the Water Control Improvement District No. 9, and the Faleon Water 
Compact of McAllen, Tex., which is an association of water districts 
organized for the purpose of expediting and conserving the use of 
water. I have a prepared statement here which I would like to put 
into the record, and I would like to read it to the committee. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir; proceed. 

Mr. Parisu. There is submitted herewith for your consideration a 
joint statement by W. D. Parish, general manager, Hidalgo and Cam- 
eron Counties Water Control and Improvement District No. 9, with 
offices in Mercedes, Tex. ; and K. M. Smith, watermaster, Falcon Water 
Compact, with offices in ‘McAllen, Tex. ., in behalf of the approximately 
400,000 persons residing within the valley of the Rio Grande between 
Falcon Reservoir and the Gulf of Mexico. 

The area along the Rio Grande between Falcon Reservoir and the 
Gulf of Mexico comprises an area of approximately 700,000 acres of 
highly developed agricultural lands with old est: ablished first class 
water rights, having an estimated value of over one-half billion dol- 
lars. Many millions of dollars have been spent during the past 50 
years in the development of systems for the distribution of water 
for irrigation and domestic purposes within the limits of this area. 
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The Rio Grande Valley is a subtropical area and its products of 
citrus fruits, winter vegetables, grains, cotton, and legumes are an 
import: int contribution to the economy ot the State and the Nation 

This area is now in the midst of one of the most severe dr ughts 
within the memory of man. Water for irrigation viaiantel has been 
completely exhausted and the supply reserved for domestic municipal 
and livestock purposes will soon be exhausted. 
critical that the State of Texas has obtained a 
trict court who has appointed a watermaster with extensive powers 
to conserve and preserve this meager supply of water for domestic, 
municipal, and livestock purposes. This area faces a severe eco 
nomic crisis unless appreciable rainfall occurs over the area 


The situation 1s so 


hidoment of t 


Con 
tributing to the flow of the Rio Grande within-the next few weeks 
It is obvious that if the construction of storage dams such as those 


proposed in the watershed work plan prepared for Johnsons Dray 
watershed by the Department of Agriculture under the provisions of 
Public Law 566, is carried to its ultimate development, that great dam 
age to an already developed rich agricultural area will result. 

It is a staggering expe rience to fly over the watersheds of the Pecos 
and Devils Ri ivers which are our source of water and view the great 
number of stock and farm tanks which are permitting the ev: ipor ition 
of water which is so urgently needed for beneficial uses. Interna 
tional Boundary and Water Commission records indicate that evap 
oration at Del Rio, Tex. amounted to about 127 inches in 1 19% %. This 
would mean that a small reservoir having an area of only 2 acres would 
waste over 20 acre-feet of water a year. ‘This is too great a price to pay 
for silt storage. The Soil Conservation Service. United States De 
partment of Agriculture, is planning seven floodwater retarding 
structures on the Devils River, with so-called sediment pool capacity 
to permanently store 1,060 acre-feet of water to evaporate or seep 
into the ground. This storage space might trap and evaporate this 
1,060 acre-feet of water several times a vear, resulting in a tremendous 
loss of water from one area. Restricting the number of such ponds 
and completely eliminating the sediment pools would accomplish the 
flood-control function of these structures without the tremendous 
waste of an already insuflicient water supply. An indication of the 
adverse effect of the construction of dams on the Rio Grande water- 
shed is demonstrated by the fact that the total flows at the Interna 
tional Boundary and Water Commission gage at Zapata, Tex.—near 
Falcon Reservoir—tor the years 1943 to 1952 were approximately 59 
percent of the total flows at the same location during the period 1932 
to 1942, with approximately the same rainfall for hoth periods. 

H. R. 8750 will definitely tend to further aggravate our already 
serious water shortage predic ament. We therefore neepne tfully sug- 
gest that your subcommittee favorably consider changing the language 
of section 10 of H. R. 8750 to read as follows: 

After the words: 

There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this Act, such sums to remain availabie until 
expended. 


Add: 


Provided, That no funds appropriated under this Act shall be used to construct 
any works which would in any way diminish, impair, or jeopardize the supply 
80696—56——5 
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of water available to downstream water users with prior legal rights to its use: 
Provided further, That the Governor of each State where such works may be 
constructed shall certify to the Secretary that the construction of each said 
project will in no way diminish, impair or jeopardize the water supply available : 
to downstream users with prior legal rights to its use. 





Your favorable consideration of our request for an amendment to 
H. R. 8750 which will protect the already existing uses of water will be 
greatly appreciated. Your kind consideration in allowing me to ap- 
pear before this important committee and to present the views of the 
people of the Rio Grande Valley is also sincerely appreciated. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Parish. Are there any questions? 

Senator Hruska. Just this, Mr. Chairman. Does not the Governor 
now have the right to register objection when a plan under this Public 
Law 566 comes to him? Can he not register objection to a given 
project as being harmful to the water users with whom you are di- 
rectly concerned ¢ 

Mr. Parisn. He might do that, sir. But the Texas law, I believe, 
is that no permit is required to construct a reservoir that will impound 
200 acre-feet or less. So as a result of that, I doubt if a lot of these 
projects are ever brought to the attention of the Governor. 

Senator Hruska. But they would be through Public Law 566, would 
they not? Each of the plans which is submitted under Public Law 
566, as I understand it, requires the approval of the Governor. 

Mr. Parisu. Well, now, that is possible. Iam not as familiar with 
that public law as I might be, sir. 

Senator Hruska. I just wondered if there was some avenue there. 

Mr. Parisu. There probably is, yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. Thank you, Mr. Parish. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 

Mr. Lawrence Rittenoure, National Association of Soil Conservation 
Districts. 


STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE RITTENOURE, WICHITA, KANS., ON 


BEHALF OF NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION 
DISTRICTS 


Mr. Rrrrenourr. My name is Lawrence Rittenoure, of Wichita, 
Kans. I have been practicing soil conservation on our Sedewick 
County farm since 1944. I have farmed through tenants in western 
Kansas for 25 years past. I am the proprietor ‘of the Rittenoure In- 
vestment Co., dealing principally in municipal bonds and a few con- 
servative stocks. I speak as a director of the National Association of 
Soil Conservation Districts, and chairman of their watershed com- 
mittee, but this background is mentioned because I want you to know 
my very practical point of view of a businessman, a farmer, a taxpayer, 
and as one deeply interested in conservation of our soil and water. 
As such, I like to see a dollar invested pay dividends, a profit. whether 
invested in bonds, stock, land or conservation wor k on the land, and 
whether it be a dollar of an individual or of Uncle Sam. I think I am 
typical in this respect to other soil conservation district officials 
throughout America. 

Our national association represents some 2,700 soil conservation dis- 
tricts organized as local units of self-government under State law. 
Our districts contain nearly 90 percent of all the farm and ranch land 
of the Nation. About 1,600,000 farmers and ranchers are active dis- 
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trict cooperators applying soil and water conservation practices on 
their land. Soil conservation districts have a great concern ‘for the 
successful functioning of the watershed protection and flood-preven- 
tion program. 

Our national association and soil conservation district supervisors 
everywhere worked hard for Public Law 566 in 1954. Since then 
hundreds of soil conservation district leaders have watched how things 
have worked out under the act. 

I know you recognize the great concern of soil conservation dis- 
tricts that the watershed protection and flood prevention part of our 
program be successful. 

Districts have sponsored nearly every one of the 500 applications to 
the Department of Agriculture for assistance under the act. All of 
the applications have been approved by agencies designated by the 
governors in the States from where the requests have come. 

We have given a lot of time and thought to needed amendments 
to the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. We feel 
strongly that the act’s limitations prevent the small watershed work 
moving ahead like it ought to. We believe some changes are needed 
urgently. 

We think many of the needed changes are pretty well spelled out 
in bills by Congressmen Poage and Hope : and by Senators Clements, 
Carlson, and Fullbright. 

I would like to praise the wisdom of Congress when it provided 
in the Flood Control Act of 1944 for treatment of the 11 original 
watersheds, and again in 1953 for the 60 small pilot watersheds, many 
of which have been completed and which are doing such a good job of 
selling watershed work to all who would stop, look and listen. 

Again the wisdom of Congress was shown by enactment of Public 
Law 566, because the people in hundreds of watershed areas all over 
the United States are responding. The 85 percent of our people in the 
cities are beginning to realize their oneness of interest with the 15 per- 

cent who live on farms and ranches. The urban resident often does 

not realize the terrific importance to the future of our country of 
holding onto and building up our topsoil, but he is becoming aware 
of the benefits of flood prevention and acutely aware of the necessity 
for the benefits of water conservation and watershed work. 

In passing Public Law 566, Congress’ basic interest was to provide 
for Federal aid to local organizations in carrying out their own Jo- 

cally initiated and executed projects. 

Type of project : If this basic idea is sound, then local organizations 
should be able to obtain help for and include in their watershed plans 
all types of improvements for better soil and water management. 
This should include, where needed, not only soil conservation prac- 
tices on the land and structures for flood prevention, but other related 
improvements. We ought to be able to include such helps as storage 
and distribution of water to increase the efficiency of farming by irriga- 
tion; disposal of excess water by drainage: storage and release of 
water into small streams during dry periods to provide stock water, 
maintain good fishing and dilute downstream pollution. It should 
permit a good dam site to be used for both flood prevention and muni- 
cipal water supply, or any other purpose useful in the community. 

Soil conservation district representatives testified in favor of H. R. 
8750 when hearings were being held by the House of Representatives 
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We vigorously supported it through passage in the House. Now we 
are urgently asking your committee to report it out favorably at an 
early date so that H. R. 8750 can come to the floor of the Senate before 
Congress adjourns. 

Cost sharing policy: One of the principal objections of our local 
organizations to Public Law 566 has been the cost- sharing policy. 
Public Law 566 requires that local organizations provide all land, 
easements, and rights-of- way, contract for construction, prov ide water 
rights, and operate and maintain the structures for all time to come. 

Under the policy of the Secretary of Agriculture, local organiza- 
tions must in addition complete all the necessary land-treatment meas- 
ures wholly at local expense, and must pay a part of the cash cost of 
construction of flood-prevention dams. Such ree are con- 
trary to provisions of existing flood control acts. Under them, the 
Federal Government not only pays the full cost of construction of 
flood control reservoirs, but in addition buys the necessary land, ease- 
ments, and rights-of-way, and operates and maintains the structures 
at Federal expense. 

Moreover, it is contrary to the existing reclamation laws and with 
the new act under consideration in Congress, known as the Small 
Reclamation Projects Act, H. R. 5881. 

Senator Kerr. Just a moment. What is the present status of that 
bill? I think it might be well at an appropriate place to make this 
part of the record in this proceeding. 

Senator Hruska. The status of it? 

Senator Kerr. No—a copy of it. Because the Congress will have, 
by its enactment, if it is signed by the President, expressed a policy 
with reference to a similar program by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Hruska. I think that is right, Mr. Chairman. And even 
if it is in the shape of a conference report, that will still be a declara- 
tion and expression of congressional policy. 

(The bill referred to is as follows:) 


[H. R. 5881, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 
[Omit the part struck through and insert the part printed in italic] 


AN ACT To supplement the Federal reclamation laws by providing for Federal cooperation 
in non-Federal projects and for participation by non-Federal agencies in Federal projects 


3e it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the purpose of this Act is to encourage 
State and local participation in the development of projects under the Federal 
reclamation laws and to provide for Federal assistance in the development of sim- 
ilar projects in +he seventeen arestern reelameation States [1] a// forty-cight 
States and the Territories of Hawaii and Aluska by non-Federal organizations. 

Sree. 2. As used in this Act — 

(a) The term “construction” shall include rehabilitation and betterment. 

(b) The term “Federal reclamation laws” shall mean the Act of June 1%, 
1902 (32 Stat. 388), and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto. 

(c) The term “organization”? shall mean a State or a department, agency, or 
political subdivision thereof or a conservancy district, irrigation district, water 
users’ association, an agency created by interstate compact, or similar organiza- 
tion which has capacity to contract with the United States under the Federal 
reclamation laws. 

(d) The term “project” shall mean (i) any complete irrigation [2], water 
storage, saline water intrusion control, or drainage undertaking, including inci- 
dental features thereof, or distinct unit of such an undertaking or a rehabilitation 
and betterment program for an existing itrigatier prejeet; autheriszed te be 
eorstructed prpsiant te the Federal reelemetion lrws and ti any similar uader- 
teking propesed te be constrreted by an organisation: project. The term “proj- 
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ect” shall not include any such undertaking, unit, or program the cost of which 
exceeds $5,000,000: Provided, That projects, the estimated cost of which Is more 
than $5,000,000 but less than $10,000,000, may qualify under this Act if the ap 
plicant organization is ready, able, and willing to finance otherwise than by loan 
or grant under this Act all costs in excess of the amount of the loan or grant 
which would be made under this Act if the estimated construction cost were 
$5,000,000 : Provided further, That nothing contained in this definition shall pre 
clude the making of a grant not in excess of $5,000,000 in accordance with the 
provisions of sections 4 and 5 of this Act, to organizations whose proposed projects 
qualify for the same but which are not applicants for a loan under this Act: ind 
provided further, That nothing contained in this Act shall preclude the making 
of more than one loan or grant, or combined loan and grant, to an organization 
so long as no two such loans or grants, or combinations thereof, are for the 
same project, as herein defined. 

(e) The term “Secretary” shall mean the Secretary of the Interior [8] with 
respect to projects located in the States of Arizona, Catifornia, ¢ olorado, Idaho, 
Kansas, Vontana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Verico. North Dakota, Oklal yma, 
Oregon, South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming, and the term 
“Secretary” shall mean the Secretary of Agriculture with respect to projects 
located in any other State or in the Territory of Havaii or of Alaska 

(f) The term “State” or “States” shall include the Territories of Tuicaii ana 
Alaska. 

Sec. 3. Any organization desiring to avail itself of the benefits provided in this 
Act shall submit a proposal therefor to the Secretary in such form and mannet 
as he shall prescribe. Each such proposal shall be accompanied by a payment 
of $1,000 to defray, in part, the cost of examining the proposal. 

Sec. 4. (a) Any proposal with respect to the construction of a project which 
has not theretofore been authorized for construction under the Federal reclama- 
tion laws shall set forth, among other things, a plan and estimated cost in detail 
comparable to those included in preauthorization reports required for a Federal 
reclamation project: shall have been submitted for review by the States of the 
drainage basin in which the project is located in like manner as provided in sub- 
section (¢), section 1 of theyAct of December 22, 1944 (5S Stat. SST), except that 
the review may be limited to the State or States in which the project is located if 
the proposal is one solely for rehabilitation and betterment of an existing proj 
ect; and shall include a proposed allocation of capital costs to functions such 
that costs for facilities used for a single purpose shall be allocated to that purpose 
and costs for facilities used for more than one purpose shall be so allocated among 
the purposes served that each purpose will share equitably in the cost of such 
joint facilities. 

(b) Every such proposal shall include a showing that the organization alread) 
holds or can acquire all lands and interests in land (except public and othe 
lands and interests in land owned by the United States which are within the 
administrative jurisdiction of the Secretary and subject to disposition by him) 
and rights to the use of water necessary for the successful construction, opera- 
tion, and maintenance of the project and that it is ready, able, and willing to 
finance otherwise than by loan and grant under this Act such portion of the 
cost of construction (which portion shall include all costs of acquiring lands, 
interests in land, and rights to the use of water) as the Secretary shall have 
advised is proper in the circumstances: Provided, That the contribution of any 
applicant organization shall not be required to be in excess of 25 per centum of 
the costs of the project which, if it were being constructed as a Federal reclama- 
tion project, would be properly allocable to reimbursable functions under general 
provisions of law applicable to such projects. 

(c) If the project is found by the Secretary and the Governor of the State in 
Which it is located (or an appropriate State agency designated by him) to be 
financially feasible and upon determination by the Secretary that the requested 
project constitutes a reasonable risk under the provisions of this Act, the Secre- 
tary is hereby authorized to negotiate a contract with the applicant organization 
as provided in section 5; but no such contract shall be executed by the Secretary 
prior to sixty calendar days (which sixty days, however, shall not include days 
on which either the House of Representatives or the Senate is not in session be- 
cause of an adjournment of more than three days to a day certain) from the date 
in which the project proposal has been submitted to both branches of the Congress 
for consideration by the appropriate committees thereof, and then only if neither 
such committee, by committee resolution and notification in writing to the 


Secretary, disapproves the project proposal within such period: Provided, That 
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if both such committees, in the same manner and prior to the expiration of such 
period, approve the project proposal, then the Secretary may proceed to execute 
the contract: Provided further, That in the event either committee disapproves 
the project proposal, the Secretary shall not proceed further unless the Con- 
gress has approved the same. The Secretary at the time of submitting the proj- 
ect proposal to Congress or at the time of his determination that the request 
project constitutes a reasonable risk under the provisions of this Act, may 
reserve from use or disposition inimical to the project any lands and interests in 
land owned by the United States which are within his administrative jurisdiction 
and subject to the disposition by him and which are required for use by the 
project. Any such reservation shall expire at the end of two years unless the 
repayment contract provided for in section 5 of this Act shall have been executed. 

(d) The Secretary shall give due consideration to financial feasibility, emer- 
gency, or urgent need for the project, whether the proposal involves furnishing 
supplemental irrigation water for an existing irrigation project, whether the 
proposal involves rehabilitation of existing irrigation project works, and whether 
the proposed project is primarily for irrigation er irrigation, drainage, water 
storage, or saline water intrustion control. All project works dnd facilities 
constructed under this Act shall remain under the jurisdiction and control of 
the local contracting organization subject to the terms of the repayment contract. 

Sec. 5. Any contract authorized to be negotiated under the provisions of sub- 
section (c) of section 4 of this Act shall set out, among other things— 

(a) the maximum amount of any loan to be made to the organization and 
the time and method of making the same available to the organization. Said 
loan shall not exceed that portion of the estimated cost of constructing the 
project which, if it were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, 
would be properly allocable to reimbursable functions under general pro- 
visions of law applicable to such projects; 

(b) the maximum amount of any grant to be accorded the organization 
and the time and method of paying the same to the organization. Said grant 
shall not exceed that portion of the estimated cost of constructing the 
project which, if it were being constructed as a Federal reclamation project, 
would be properly allocable to nonreimbursable function under general 
provisions of law applicable to such projects; 

(c) a plan of repayment by the organization of (1) the sums lent to it in 
not more than fifty years from the date when the principal benefits of the 
project first became available; (2) interest, as determined by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, by estimating the average annual yield to maturity, on 
the basis of daily closing market bid quotations or prices during the month of 
May preceding the fiscal year in which the loan is made, on all outstanding 
marketable obligations of the United States having a maturity date of fifteen 


or more years from the first day of such month of May, and by adjusting 


such estimated average annual yield to the nearest one-eight of 1 per centum 
at the beginnig of the fiscal year preceding the date on which the contract is 
executed on that pro rata share of the loan which is attributable to furnish- 
ing irrigation [4], saline water intrusion control, or drainage benefits in each 
particular year to land held in private ownership by any one owner in 
excess of one hundred and sixty irrigable acres; and (3) in the case of any 
project involving an allocation to domestic, industrial, or municipal water 
supply, or commercial power produced as an element of the project and 
incidental to its full development, interest on the unamortized balance of 
an appropirate portion of the loan at a rate as determined in (2) above; 

(1) provision for operation of the project, if a grant predicated upon its 
performance of nonreimbursable functions is made, in accordance with 
regulations with respect thereto prescribed by the head of the Federal de- 
partment or agency primarily concerned with those functions and, in the 
event of noncompliance with such regulations, for operation by the United 
States or for repayment to the United States of the amount of any such 
grant; 

(e) such provisions as the Secretary shall deem necessary or proper to 
provide assurance of and security for prompt repayment of the loan and 
interest as aforesaid. ‘The liability of the United States under any con- 
tract entered into pursuant to this Act shall be contingent upon the availa- 
bility of appropriations to carry out the same, and every such contract shall 
so recite; and 

(f) provisions conforming to the preference requirements contained in 
the proviso to section 9 (c) of the Act of August 4, 1989 (53 Stat. 1193), if 
the project produces electric power for sale. 
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Sec. 6. Any proposal with respect to the construction of a project which has 
theretofore been authorized for construction under the Federal reclamation laws 
shall be made in like manner as a proposal under section 4 of this Act, but the 
Secretary Way waive such requirements of subsections (a) and (b) of that 
section as he finds to be duplicative of, or rendered unnecessary or impossible 
by, action already taken by the United States. Upon approval of any such 
proposal by the Secretary he may negotiate and execute a contract which con- 
feu, as nearly as may be, to the provisions of section 5 of this Act. 

Sec. 7. Upon request of an organization which has made or intends to make a 
proposal under this Act, the head of any Federal department or agency may make 
available to the organization any existing engineering, economic, or hydrologic 
information and printed material that it may have and that will be useful in 
connection with the planning, design, construction, or operation and maintenance 
of the project concerned. The cost of any plans, specifications, and other unpub- 
lished material furnished by the Secretary pursuant to this section and the cost 
of making and administering any loan under this Act shall, to the extent that 
they would not be nonreimbursable in the case of a project constructed under 
the Federal reclamation laws, be treated as a loan and covered in the provisions 
of the contract entered into under section 5 of this Act unless they are otherwise 
paid for by the organization. 

Sec. 8. The planning and construction of projects undertaken pursuant to this 
Act shall be subject to all procedural requirements and other provisions of the 
Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). 

Sec. 9. The Secretary is authorized to perform any and all acts and to make 
such rules and regulations as may be necessary or proper in carrying out the 
provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 10. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, such sums as may be 
necessary, but not to exceed [5]$200,000,000 to carry out the provisions of this 
Act: Provided, That the Secretary shall advise the Congress promptly on the 
receipt of each proposal referred to in section 3, and no contract shall become 
effective until appropriated funds are available to initiate the specific proposal 
covered by each contract. All such appropriations shall remain available until 
expended and shall, insofar as they are used to finance loans made under this 
Act, be reimbursable in the manner hereinabove provided. 

Sec. 11. This Act shall be a supplement to the Federal reclamation laws and 
may be cited as the Small Reclamation Projects Act of 1956. 

Sec. 12. If any provision of this Act or the application of such provision to any 
person, organization, or circumstance shall be held invalid, the remainder of 
the Act and the application of such provision to persons, organizations, or cir- 
cumstances other than those as to which it is held invalid, shall not be affected 
thereby. 


Senator Kerr. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Rrrrenovre. This act provides that flood control features of 
projects shall be paid for 100 percent by the Federal Government. 

The provision in H. R. 8750 that the Government may assume all 
the costs of structures applicable to flood prevention is just and fai 
In the case of the controversial $100 million Tuttle Creek Reservoir in 
Kansas, the Government stands every dollar of the cost.. The local 
couaaaiane to approximately $3 billion of F ederal flood control 
projects built by the Corps of Engineers have been less than 6 percent. 
In the first 30 watershed projects planned under Public Law 566, 
project applications now in hand, local contributions will average 55 
percent of the overall cost and 32 percent of the cost of structures. 
All future maintenance costs and responsibilities on watershed proj- 
ects will rest on the local people. Congress planned it that way. 
Local people want it that way. Even after U nele Sam stands the 
construction cost—I mean the full construction cost—of flood pre- 
bears in watershed work, local people will st iI] oa ave very heavy costs 

f land treatment, easements, and rights-of-way, administration of 
Ssilientie. and other contributions. 

Senator Kerr. Now you are referring to this program in the event 


ee 


of the enactment of H. R. 8750. 
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Mr. Rrrrenovre. Yes, sir. The first cost to the Government is 
the last cost, and H. R. 8750 is especially equitable. 

We believe that irrigation and drainage should be in the same cate- 
gory with respect to cost sharing as they are under the small reclama- 

tion projects bill, H. R. 5881. With respect to what cost sharing, if 
any, should be provided for nonagricultural purposes, such as munici- 
pal water supply, streamflow recul: ation for pollution control, fish 
and wildlife, and related purposes, we leave this to the judgment of 
the Congress. 

Terminal date: Deletion or nondeletion of the terminal date of 
July 1, 1956, is of no apparent importance. We believe that in all 
instances the public officials of a watershed district will wish to let 
their own contracts. 

Time consuming delays: Gentlemen, Public Law 566 needs amend- 
ing to make it fully useful and workable. It will soon be 2 years since 
it wasenacted. Thave been amazed at the difficulties, the obstacles, the 
limitations of Publie Law 566 as various watersheds in our State have 
attempted to avail themselves of this law which means so very much to 
the future of Ameica. Asa boy, I often read of white men captured 
by the Indians but promised their liberty if they could survive by run- 
ning between two lines of savages armed with clubs. As the people of 
11 of our Kansas watershed areas have tried to struggle through the 
maze of getting assistance under Public Law 566, I have been re- 
peatedly reminded of those stories of our frontiersmen. This kind of 
treatment for our people was never intended by Congress, and H. R. 
8750 would be a major improvement indeed. 

We believe that every effort should be made to eliminate the vast 
amount of redtape with which the operation of the Watershed Pro- 
tection and Flood Prevention Act has been surrounded. This act 
was passed as a substitute for the old Flood Control Act of 1936 to per- 
mit local organizations to move ahead at a faster rate with the accom- 
plishment of the watershed protection and flood prevention job before 
them. Unfortunately, largely at the insistence of certain Federal 
agencies, Many restrictions were placed around the act. We find it 
now takes anywhere from a year to 2 years to get a project planned 
and approved through all the clearances required, and these delays 
will increase unless Public Law 566 is amended. 

H. R. 8750 contains provisions that will very greatly speed up the 
processing of applications for the multitude of small water shed proj- 
ects that are pouring into Washington. I refer to the provisions that 
eliminate requireme nts for review by other Federal agencies and con- 
gressional review of plans where the Federal contribution to construe- 
tion costs is less than $250,000 and likewise the eliminating of any re- 
quirement for committee resolutions approving any plans. 

On June 12, 1956, the State Soil Conservation Commission of Cali- 
fornia passed a resolution asking the Congress to approve all work 
plans now pending before the Congress. This request for special leg- 
islation before adjournment was made because the work plan of the 
Arroya Grande Soil Conservation District was submitted to inter- 
ested Federal agencies before this Congress convened. Tere is just 
one instance where perhaps 20,000 people in a watershed of 100,000 
acres approximately find needless delay not only an irritant but also 
damaging. 
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We figure that these amendments in the Poage bill to exempt small 
projects from interagency and congressional review would eliminate 
about 75 percent of the time-consuming del: ty now surrounding the 
approval of small projects, most of which are below this amount. 

Federal loans: We support fully the provision of H. R. 8750 with 
respect to long-term Federal loans. We believe that long-term, low- 
interest rate loans would enable many local organizations to finance 
their part of the total job which they are not able to do under current 
low-farm income and tight-credit conditions. We favor this amend 
ment fully. 

Broadening of benefits: Likewise, we favor the provisions of H. R. 
8750 that would extend the authority of the act to Hawaii, Alaska, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. There are 45 soil conservation 
districts in these areas outside of continental United States. They 
are just as willing to do their part of the job as we are here in the 
States. It would be discrimination to deny them this opportunity. 

Size of reservoirs: In testifying before the House Committee on 
Agriculture, we favored the resolution of our last national convention 
for eliminating altogether the 5,000 acre-foot limitation on the size of 
structures. We pointed out that the limitation on watershed size 
alone provides adequate assurance that no large reservoirs are going 
to be constructed. 

Moreover, we stated that soil conservation districts would almost 
without exception oppose inclusion of a reservoir in any plan of theirs 
where the pool area would cover a significant acreage of agricultural 
land. However, we recognize the strong opposition of the Corps = 
Kngineers to the proposal to allow local organizations to include i 
their local plans any reservoirs larger than 5,000 acre-feet. There- 
fore, we are not urging the adoption of such an amendment. 

The position of the Corps of Engineers, insofar as we can under- 
stand it, is that all reservoirs larger than 5,000 acre-feet should be 
constructed by a Federal agency on lands bought and paid for by the 
Federal Government and that such reservoirs should thereafter be 
operated and maintained by the Federal Government. We oppose this 
position in principle. 

We believe it represents a clear-cut conflict between the rights of 
local organizations or the States to manage their own water resources 
in projects initiated, carried out, operated, and maintained by them 
with Federal assistance, as compared with projects built, operated, and 
maintained by the Federal Government. 

We believe this is a clear-cut case of States’ rights versus Federal 
domination. Nevertheless, we feel that the other principles embodied 
in the amendments proposed to the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act are so important that we would not want to press the 
issue of reservoir size. We would like to see the issue clearly under- 
stood by the committee, however, as being one of fundamental prin- 
ciple involving the rights of people back home and not, as has been 
represented by some interests, just a bureaucratic fight between the 
Corps of Engineers and the Department of Agriculture. 

Our National Association of Soil Conservation Districts is grateful 
to you gentlemen and the Congress for the thought and effort you are 
giving to these proposed amendments to improve the workability of 
Public Law 566. This law is proving itself to be for all the people and 
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of all the people; particularly it is proving to be the greatest possible 
stimulus to soil and water conservation as we have known it for some 
years past on our farms and ranches. The law requires this work on 
the land in the subwatershed above each detention reservoir for pres- 
ervation and long life of the investment in such detention reservoir. 
In one instance in northeastern Kansas where a watershed project is 
brewing, hundreds of landowners have responded to the proposed 
watershed project by signing up for conservation work on their Jand. 

Our national association representing millions of farms and ranches 
and the ownership thereof would echo the words of a great American 
once a Member of your Congress. I refer to the words of Daniel 
Webster : 

Let us develop the resources of our land, call forth its powers, build up its 
institutions, promote all its great interests, and see whether we also, in our 
day and generation, may not perform something worthy to be remembered. 

We ask you to help us to help ourselves to “Develop the resources 
of our land and perform something w orthy to be remembered.” 


We need H. R. 8750. We urge you to report it favorably at an early 
date. 


I thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Rittenoure. Are there 
questions ¢ 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, I should like to observe—without 
detracting from the excellence of some of the previous statements 
made here—that this is a very finely prepared statement. 

Mr. Rrrrenoure. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Hruska. It is logical, and it is very understandable, even 
to the Senator from Nebraska. I would like to ask, however, with ref- 
erence to the termination date to which you refer, in view of the belief 
which you express there, that the public officials of water districts will 
wish to let their own contracts, would there be any harm in allowing 

that termination date to stay there? 

Mr. Rrrrenovre. If it stays there, they will be obliged to let their 
own contracts, as I read the act. And I think they are going to any- 
how. In the first place, I don’t believe the Secretary of Agriculture 
wants the job. In the next place, you realize that a watershed district, 
under the laws of Nebraska, or the laws of my State, in Kansas- and 
I helped to draw the original act, worked months on that—that law 
provides for a municipal organization, very much as a school district 
or a county is created. And when we elect those local officials, they 
are not going to pass that responsibility over to anyone else. We are 
going to have the t taxing power to support these improvements, once 
made, and our officials, local officials, are going to take full responsi- 
bility. They are not going to look to Washington for the letting of 
contracts, 

Remember this, if you please, Senator. They are dealing more 
with their own pocketbooks than they are with Uncle Sam’s. I have 
heard a great deal here today that would indicate lack of realization 
or appreciation of that fact. For instance, here is a little district of 
16,000 acres being organized in my own county of Sedgwick, and they 
will be spending 1 more money in that one small distr ict probably than 
Uncle Sam will contribute. Well, those dollars that they spend of 
their own, which they will borrow, of course, by a bond issue, are very 
precious to them. ‘They are thr ifty farmers. The *y are having a hard 
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time getting along. But they see the need of this. And so they are 
going to want to let the contract themselves and be vet y sure that they 
get their money's worth. 

Senator Hruska. Well, now, in view of that, that is the reason I 
asked the question—because of the objection in your statement to 
domination of the Federal authority here, and the fact that the reten 
tion of that terminal date will insure that the Federal Government 
will not get into the construction field. Now, then, it seems to me that 
retention of that terminal date would accomplish the very thing of 
which you speak so apprehensively. 

Mr. Rrrrenoure. | have read it and reread it. Let’s see— did I 
speak of it apprehensively ? 

Senator Kerr. You said it was immaterial, as I recall it. Rather 
than being immaterial, the Senator wants to know if you don’t think 
it would be wise to keep it. 

Mr. Rtrrenoure. Deletion or nondeletion. That would certainly 
insure, wouldn't it ? 

Senator Hruska. Yes. 

Mr. Rrrrenoure. That would be all right with me. 

Senator Hruska. That the nondeletion will insure that the Federal 
Government will not get into the construction of these projects. Ap- 
parently it is that to which you refer apprehensively—the Federal 
domination. 

Mr. Rrrrenovure. Deletion or nondeletion is of no apparent import 
ance. But whether you leave it there or do not leave it there, I would 
say that 100 times out of 100, the watershed districts over the country 
are going to let their own contracts. 

Senator Hruska. I agree with you on that. 

Mr. Rrrrenourr. They are spending their own money, and they are 
going to see they get their money’s worth. 

Senator Hruska. I agree with you. That is a solid concept, Mr. 
Rittenoure. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Rittenoure. 

Mr. Rrrrenovurr. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Harral Allen, Oklahoma Association of Soil 
Conservation Districts. I want to say for the record that this gentle- 
man comes from very near to the place where | was born, and naturally 
I anticipate a feeling of a good deal of harmony between me and him, 
in view of the fact that there has to be a similarity in creatures born 
on and sustained from the same soil and products throughout their 
growing years. 

All right, Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. I hope that will not mitigate against you. 


STATEMENT OF HARRAL ALLEN ON BEHALF OF OKLAHOMA ASSO- 
CIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 


Mr. Auten. We consider it an asset. 

My name is Harral Allen. I am a farmer from Ada, Okla. My 
farm is in the watershed of Sandy Creek, west of Ada. A water- 
shed protection plan for this stream is being prepared under Public 
Law 566 at this time. As head of the conservation district, which 
is the State subdivision empowered by Oklahoma law to deal with 
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Federal agencies on matters having to do with conservation of soil 
and water, I know some of the problems that face local people now 
initiating upstream flood-prevention programs. In addition, as Presi- 
dent of the State Association of Soil Conservation Districts, I am 
familiar with the other watershed associations’ problems in our State. 

As you well know, there are three distinct upstream programs now 
working through the Department of Agriculture. Those initiated 
on 11 water sheds under the 1944 Flood Control Act, such as the Wa- 
shita River in Oklahoma, the Pilot Creek projects, as exemplified by 
Double Creek in northeast Oklahoma, and those now being planned 
under Public Law 566 such as our own project on Sandy C reek in my 
home county. 

Legislation being considered by this committee should aim toward 
a —_—- ation of our upstres um “a prevention program so that we 
may have | program rather than 3. And I might insert there we would 
like to have it conform with the seer isions of those laws which set up 
the watershed program in 1936, 1944, and 1946, 

Those of us who are familiar with the 11 watersheds program 
have found this a very satisfactory one. The people of our Washita 
River are well pleased with the way it has functioned and are carrying 
their 51 percent of the total cost cheerfully. The same can be ‘said 
of the Double Creek project in northeast Oklahoma as it corresponds 

closely to the Washita plan. 

We do not have the same situation with those projects being 
initiated under Public Law 566. Our people feel they have done their 
share in putting land treatment measures on the land, providing ease- 
ments and rights-of-way, rerouting highways, roads, railroads, pipe- 
lines and other utiltties, contracting to operate and maintain struc- 
tures and land treatment measures and agreeing to pay all costs in- 
volved in letting contracts for the building of structural measures. 
Percentagewise, “this amounts to more than 50 percent of the total 
cost when consideration is given to conservation measures now in 
place. In addition to this under Public Law 566 we are asked to 
pay part of the construction costs, meaning the construction costs 
of flood-prevention structures. 

The rights of these so-called indentifiable beneficiaries of the upper 
reaches of our smaller watersheds are just as strong as those of the 
many thousands downstream who are benefited from these works of 
improvement. It is the feeling of the individual cooperators and the 
86 boards of district supervisors who compose the 80,000 membership 
of our Oklahoma Association of Soil Conservation Districts that this 
sharing of cost of structures as contained in Public Law 566 is unfair, 
inequitable, and totally unworkable and should be stricken from this 
law. Flood-prevention costs are an obligation of all the people. To 
our knowledge, the Poage bill, H. R. 8750, and the Clements bill, 
S. 3023, contain this provision. Our State association, 80,000 strong, 
sincerely, and respectfully ask the favorable action of this committee 
to that end. 

Again, going back to Public Law 566, we find a provision contained 
there that is not found in the 11 Watersheds Act and the Pilot Creek 
Act in that size of structures which may be built by United States 
Department of Agriculture in this upstream flood-prevention pro- 
gram may not exceed 5,000 acre-feet in size. Experience on the Wa- 
shita River watershed in Oklahoma has shown us that in order to 
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secure the desired control of excess water there are cases where we 
must exceed 5.000 acre-feet of storage ¢ ap: iit V. We urve the elimina- 
tion of this feature from Public Law 566 as provided for in the 
Clements bill, S. 3023. 

A provision of the Poage bill which we like very much is that of 
permitting municipalities and/or irrigation districts to add additional 
stor age on any sult: able site of a tlood- pre ven ition structure for the 
purpose of providing water storage for — ipal or irrigation use, 
provided this additional storage is paid for by the local people. Our 
reasoning on this is that there are a limited number of good dam sites 
in the U nited States. We believe that each of them should be utilized 
to the maximum of their potential. Also, we know that there are 
many thousands of smaller communities and probably an equal num- 
ber of farm groups interested in irrigation who should be permitted to 
utilize waters which may be impounded close at hand. This sug- 
gested change in Public Law 566 will cause it to conform with the 
11 Watersheds Act in that municipal and irrigation water storage 1s 
permissible under this previous legislation. 

The features of the bills you are considering which have to do with 
the shortening of time from planning to implementation are good. 
Any time saved will speed up the program. 

In the planning of Sandy Creek watershed we have followed the 
policy of crossing each bridge as we came to it. However, we have 
taken a look down the road ahead. The most dreaded obstacle we can 
see deals with getting quantities of money to take care of local costs 
that will remain even with the passage of legislation being considered 
here. Our solution to the money problem in Oklahoma is to go the 
bond route. You all know how rough the bond market is today on 
municipals, school-building issues, toll roads and like paper. We 
wonder what will happen when we are required to offer our con- 
servancy district bonds for sale. As there will be no experience rat- 
ings behind them, we have no way of knowing what rate of interest 
will be required to get them marketed. The Clements bill. S. 3023 
and the Poage bill, "ac. R. 8750 both carry a provision which will 
permit us to Y obtain funds by loan and not have to face the bond 
market. This provision will greatly speed our smaller watersheds 
protection program. The Oklahoma Association of Soil Conserva- 
tion Districts ask that I urge your approval of this provision. 

Our smaller watersheds protection program is the best tool that we 
in soil conservation districts have available to us to get conservation 
on the land. Those of us close to the dirt know that our program is 
moving too slowly. It is true that 90 percent of the land of our Nation 
is encompassed in our soil-conservation-district program. Much good 
work is being done to conserve our soil and water resources. But 
when you take an inventory, you will find that we are losing twice as 
much soil each day from our national soil resources as our concerted 
efforts are able to anchor in place. This situation, gentlemen, to my 
mind, is the greatest threat to the continued existence of civilization 
within the borders of our country. 

Discounting all of the many benefits to be derived from our up- 
stream flood- prevention program, except that of conserving our soil 
and water, and charging the entire cost of treating every watershed 
in the United States tots illy to soil and water conservation, the smaller 
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watersheds protection program will be the best investment in national 
resources this Nation has ever made. 

Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, Mr. Allen. You heard the statement a 
little while ago of Mr. Parish. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You heard his recommendation of amendments with 
reference to the protection of water rights with prior legal establish- 
ment. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir, I heard that statement. 

Senator Kerr. What is your reaction to that ? 

Mr. ALLEN. Well, in the first place, as I understand it, Public Law 
566 carries a provision that all of these flood-prevention programs 
must first of all meet local State laws before they can even be insti- 
tuted. Second, I consider that he is seeing a bugaboo that does not 
even exist, when he mentions the fact that he is fearful of reduction 
of flow. 

I am not an engineer, Senator, as you well know. I know only 
what I see. But we can go to the project we have on the Washita 
River, Sandstone Creek, in Oklahoma. Sandstone Creek, before re- 
ceiving upstream flood prevention in the Washita program, was what 
we calla dry wash. It flowed about 90 days a year, and then only 
when we had heavy rainfall. The program has been in place over 
there, it seems to me like about 3 years. The record will speak for 
itself as to time. But at this moment, or rather at the last gaging that 
was made by the USGC on waterflow, that stream is flowing 2,400,000 
gallons of water, and at the time of this gaging there had been no 
rain on the stream from October until late December or early Jan- 
uary. It was right at the turn of the year when the measure was 
made. That is the changing of a dry wash into what we call a per- 
petual stream. At this time the stream has been flowing in excess of 
600 days without stopping. And consider that we have ‘Deen through 
the heaviest drought that we have had in many years. 

I believe that those people in west Texas, on the Rio Grande, should 
be boosting for the program to increase their water supply, rather than 
opposing it. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Allen. Are there any 
questions, Senator ? 

Senator Hruska. No questions. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. David Fudge of the Oklahoma Municipal 
League. I think that means the Oklahoma Incorporated Citizen 
Towns, does it not, Mr. Fudge ? 

Mr. Fupcr. It is the Oklahoma Municipal League, which is the 
same thing: 

Senator Kerr. Very good. Another distinguished Oklahoman 
that I am happy to have before us here. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID FUDGE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, OKLAHOMA 
MUNICIPAL LEAGUE 


Mr. Fuper. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a few brief state- 
ments from this statement, and file it with the committee for reference. 
My name is David Fudge of Oklahoma City. I am the executive 
director of the Oklahoma “Municipal League, our State’s association 
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of city and town governments, ranging in size from the largest to 
the smallest. I appear here in behalf of H. R. 8750 which has for its 
purpose the amendment of certain provisions of Public Law 566, the 
so-called Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act. 

As we see it, HH. I. STOU seeks to make the follow ine changes Wi 
the general area of the present Public Law 566. 

(1) It would broaden the scope of the act to all the aspects of con- 

servation and development of water rather than to those of agriculture 
alone. Thus, where a municipal water supply was an integral part of 
a watershed program, its development could be carried out in an over- 
all plan. The Secretary of Agriculture could assist local organiza- 
tions in carrying out multiple- purpose programs including not only 
irrigation, drainage and flood prevention and so on, but such other 
beneficial uses as municipal and industrial supplies, recreation, fish 
and wildlife improvement, pollution abatement by streamflow regula- 
tions, and so on for total water use. 

(2) H. R. 8750 would permit the construction of dams and reservoirs 
of more than 5,000 acre-feet total capacity, provided that the excess 
over 5,000 acre-feet was for purposes other than flood prevention, flood 
control, and the cost of construction of the excess was borne entirely 
by the local organization. 

(3) The proposal would amend Public Law 566 so that local or- 
ganizations would not be required to pay construction costs applicable 
to flood prevention—flood control—but would require them to partici- 
pate in other costs according to the benefits obtained. This substan- 
tially equalizes the cost sharing in Public Law 566 with that provided 
in the Flood Control Acts, Reclamation Acts, and similar legislation. 

(4) LL. R. 8750 would eliminate delay in the handling of small 
projects involving Federal contributions of less than $250,000 by pro- 
viding that they need not be separately submitted to the Congress 
through the President. 

(5) Long-term loans at the Federal-paid rate of interest could be 
made to local organizations. 

(6) The amendment extends Public Law 566 to the Territories 
to Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

rn Oklahoma, water is definitely our most important problem. We 
are a young and crowing State whe ‘re Water cons sumption Is Grow ing 
by ‘thane and bounds. We are fortunate in having the fine work and 
excellent cooperation of the Corps of Engineers and Reclamation 
Service in all their endeavors to help us solve our water problems. 

It shonld not be inferred that our support of H. R. 8750 detracts 
from or diminishes in any way our complete support of the Army and 
reclamation programs. However, we have some situations where 
the Department of Agriculture, through the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice, 1s considered by our munic ipalities to be the logical and proper 
agency for certain joint undertakings with them. 

There are a number of areas in Oklahoma where flood control, con- 
servation, and municipal supply are integral parts of the same prob- 
lem, but where reservoirs, for all purposes, exceed the 5,000 acre-feet 
limitation. Some of these I am advised by the engineers for munici- 
palities run up as high as about 56,000 acre-feet, total capacity. 

Ada. Mr. Chairman, one of our finest communities, is dependent 
always upon the waters of Byrd’s Mill Springs, one of the best sources 
of fine water in east-central Oklahoma. The flow from those springs 
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ran consistently from a summer low of about 7 million tage tr a day 
to a maximum of about 
they are running today at about 4 million gallons a di: Ly. 
the Ada situation is for about 40,000 acre-feet of municipal storage. 
A conservancy district has been formed in the Ada area, and consid- 
erable savings, both to the district and to the city of Ada, ¢ 
effected if Ada and the SCS could join hands. 

I am advised that similar benetits in economy could be made 
areas which include Guthrie, 
field, Altus, 
with the details of all these projects. 
individuals from Oklahoma who are informed. 

I would like to take this opportunity, gentlemen of the committee, 
to say that in our opinion the people of our Nation have been rendered 
a great service by this subcommittee in this session in its fine work on 
the Interstate Highway 
comparison to that. 
to the committee which has so vividly demonstrated its ability. 

On the part of the municipalities of Oklahoma, I ask that you give 
favorable consideration to H. R. 8750 as it was passed by the House. 
Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. 


questions ? 


Chairman, 
The need in 


18 million gallons. 


Waurika, 
I am not familiar 
we have here other 


Shawnee, 
Wewoka, and Seminole. 
Hlowever, 


Chickasha, 


What we seek here today is small in 


but I am happy that we are able to present it 


Thank you very much, | Are there any 


Senator Hruska. 


Senator 


Thank you for your very valuable contribution to 


this hearing. 
(The complete statement of Mr. Fudge is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF DAVID FUDGE, 


. OKLAHOMA MUNICIPAI 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
Oklahoma City, 


League, our 


my name is David Fudge, 
I am the executive director of the Oklahoma Municipal 
and town governments, 


State’s association of city ranging in Size 


from the largest to the smallest. 


I appear 


here today in behalf of H. 50, which has for its purpose the 


amendment of certain provisions of Public 
and Flood Prevention Act. 

As you know, 
servation, development, 
limited to watersheds and subwatersheds not 
and to water retaining structures not in excess of 5,000 acre-feet of total capacity. 

Public Law 


Agriculture 


566, the Watershed Protection 


, 566 is restricted to the agricultural phases of con- 
utilization, i 
exceeding 250,000 acres in area, 


566 requires approval by resolutions adopted by the Committee on 


and Forestry of the Senate, and by the Committee on Agriculture 


of the House of Representatives in all cases where an appropriation of funds 
is to be made for improvements which include a structure of more than 2,500 
acre-feet of total capacity. 

The Secretary of Agriculture is prohibited, 
ticipating in any other than flood prevention (flood control) costs, in structures 
containing more than 

As we understand it, the purpose of H. R. 8750 is not to change the basic prin- 
ciple of Public 
authorizes is the joint responsibility of private persons and of Federal, State, and 
local government. 
of projects among the participants. 

AS we see it, 
eral area of the present Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act: 

(1) It would broaden the scope of the act to all aspects of the conservation, 
development, utilization, and disposal of water, rather than to those of agricul- 


ture alone. 


566, from par- 
5,000 acre-feet total capacity. 

566 that the planning and execution of the programs it 
Nor does it seek to renounce the policy of dividing costs 


H. R. 8750 seeks to make the following changes within the gen- 


Thus, where a municipal water supply was an integral part of a 


watershed program, its development could be carried out in an overall plan. 





Secretary of Agriculture could assist local organizations in carrying out multiple- 
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purpose programs including not only irrigation, drainage, and flood prevention, 
but such other beneficial purposes as municipal and industrial supplies, reer 

ation, fish and wildlife improvement, pollution abatement by streamflow regu 
lations, and so on for total water use. 

(2) H. R. 8750 could permit the construction of dams and reservoirs of more 
than 5,000 acre-feet total capacity, provided that the excess over 5,000 acre 
feet was for purposes other than flood prevention (flood control), and the cost 
of construction of the excess was borne entirely by the local organization 

(3) The proposal would amend Public Law 566 so that local organizations 
would not be required to pay construction costs applicable to flood prevention, 
but would require them to participate in other costs according to the benefits 
obtained. This substantially equalizes cost sharing in Public Law 560 with 
that provided in the flood control acts, reclamation acts, and similar legislation. 

(4) H. R. 8750 would eliminate delay in the handling of small projects in 
volving Federal contributions of less than $250,000 by providing that they need 
not be separately submitted to the Congress through the President 

(5) Long-term loans at the Federal-paid rate of interest could be made to 
local organizations. 

(6) The amendment extends Public Law 566 to the Territories, to Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands. 

In Oklahoma water is our most important problem. We are a young and grow 
ing State whose consumption is growing by leaps and bounds. We are fortu 
nate in having the fine work and excellent cooperation of the Corps of Engineers 
and Reclamation Service in all their endeavors to help us solve our water 
problems. 

However, we have some situations where the Department of Agriculture, 
through the Soil Conservation Service, is considered by the municipalities. to 
be the logical and proper agency for joint undertakings with municipalities. It 
should not be inferred that our support of TH. R. S750 detracts from or diminishes 
in any way our complete support of the Army and Reclamation programs 

There are a number of areas in Oklahoma where flood control, conservation, 
and municipal water supply are integral parts of the same problem, but where 
reservoirs for all purposes exceed the present 5,000 acre-feet limitation. Some 
of these, I am advised by engineers for the municipalities, would run to about 
56,000 acre-feet total capacity. 

Ada, one of our finest communities. has always depended upon the waters 
of Byrd’s Mill Springs, one of the best sources of good water in east-central 
Oklahoma. The flow from these springs ran from a summer low. of 7,000,000 
gallons per day to a maximum of 18,000,000 gallons. Their present yield is 
4,000,000 gallons. The need is far 40,000 acre feet of municipal storage. A 
conservancy district is now being formed in the Ada area, and considerable 
savings to both could be effected if Ada and the SCS could join hands 

I am advised that similar benefits and economies could be made for areas 
which include Guthrie, Shawnee, Walters, Waurika, Grandfield, Altus, Chick- 
asha, Wewoka and Seminole. I am not familiar with all the details of these 
projects. However, we have here other individuals from Oklahoma who are 
familiar with them. 

In closing, I cannot overlook this opportunity to say that this subcommittee, 
this year, has in my opinion rendered to the people of the Nation the greatest 
services of all its history, in its work on the Interstate Highway Act. 

What we seek here today is very small in comparison, but | am happy we are 
able to present it to a committee which has so vividly demonstrated its vast abil- 
ity. On the part of the municipalities of Oklahoma, I ask that you give favorable 
consideration to H. R. 8750 as it was passed by the House. 


Senator Kerr. Mr. C. O. Abercrombie, from one of Oklahoma’s 
great organizations, the Oklahoma Farmers’ Union. 


STATEMENT OF C. 0. ABERCROMBIE, OKLAHOMA FARMERS’ UNION 


Mr. Asercrompre. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I believe that my 
paper perhaps takes up the support of Public Law 8750 in a different 
light, but I believe it should be expressed here so that this group will 
have a better understanding of the other benefits of its offering. 
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It is a pleasure to have an opportunity to present testimony that 
I feel certain might add to your knowledge of our needs for this 
great country. Soil and water conservation are térms that should 
be recognized by each of you as being synonymous with the words 
preservation or conservation of our national prosperity. In a large 
sense, a Nation writes its record on the land, and a civilization 
records its history on the land. <A record that is easy to ati by those 
who understand the simple language of the land. Let us look at 
some of the records that have been written on the land. 

In the westward course of civilization, from the Holy Lands of 
the Near East to the Pacific coast of our own continent, failures are 
more numerous than successes. These facts are told by the ruins and 
wrecks of works along the amazing trail that agriculture has led 
throughout the past 7,000 years. 

From these failures and successes we may learn much that might 
profit and benefit this young county of ours, these United States. We 
are a young country, having set up housekeeping just a short 300 
years ago. Our history is told and will be told by agriculture. 

Agriculture itself has been traced through the last 7,000 years and 
tells the story and history of each country. Even today the world 
is made dangerous by the desperation of peoples suffering from priva- 
tions and fear of privations, brought about by restrictions on the 
exchange of goods and necessary things of Mother Earth. Raw 
materials for modern industry are localized here and there over the 
globe, They are not equally available to national groups of peoples 
who have learned to make and use machines. Wants and needs of 
food and raw materials have been growing up unevenly, bringing 
on stresses and strains in international relations. These are seized 
upon by ambitious people and leaders seeking to control by force 
the sources of such food and raw materials. 

Lasting solutions to these problems will come in another way—a 
way far different from strife and struggles. The just rel: ations of 

peoples to the earth rest not on exploitations, but rather on conserva- 
tion, conservation «and restoration of the productive powers of the 
Jand and on access to food and raw materials. If our civilization is 
to avoid a long decline like the one that has blighted north Africa and 
the Near East for the last 13 centuries, society must be born again 
out of an economy of exploitation and into an economy of conserva- 
tion. It was not until tillers of the soil grew more food than they 
themselves required were there sufficient of their people released to do 
tasks other than the growing of food, that is, to take part in division 
of labor that became more complex with the advance of civilization. 

The genius of the American people has given us more than any 
( rs ‘r nation ever possessed. They comprise our American standard 

f living. Food comes from the earth. The land with its waters gives 
us nourishment. The partnership of the land and the farmer is the 
rock foundation of our complex social structure, and it is to our Na- 
tion’s interest to preserve the soil so that this partnership will never be 
broken. 

In 1938, in interest of permanent agriculture and the conservation 
of our land resources, the Department of Agriculture took its first 
steps toward soil and water conservation with the formation of the 
Soil Conservation Service. But agriculture had its beginning at least 
7,000 years before, and developed first in two great centers, the fertile 
alluvial plains of the Mesopotamia and the Valley of the Nile. 
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Mesopotamia failed because of the failure of their irrigation canals, 
because of silt. Agriculture was practiced in a dry climate by canal 
irrigation with muddy water from the Tigres and E uphrates Rivers, 
rivers which had their headwaters in exploited lands. These muddy 
waters were the undoing of empire after empire, for 11 empires rose 

and fell in this tragic land during the last 7,000 years. Digging silt 
from the canals was a “must” but was interrupted from time to time 
by internal revolutions, and by foreign invaders, and each time these 
empires were brought face to face with disaster as the canals choked 
with silt. 

Stoppage of the canals by silt depopulated villages and cities more 


etfectively than the slaughter of the people by an invading ar A 
similar fate met the residents of the Nile Vallev i n Egypt. od are 


acquainted with the story of how Moses havin . ed the Israelites 
through 40 years of wandering 1 in the wilderness stook on the mount 
and looked ‘across the Jordan Valley into the Promised Land. He 
described this to his followers in words like these: 

For the Lord thy God bringeth thee into a good land, a land of brooks, or 
water, of fountains and depths that spring out of the valleys and hills; a land 
of wheat and barley and vines and fig trees and pomegranate, a land of olive 
oil and honey; a land wherein thou shalt eat bread without scarceness; thou 


shalt not lack anything in it; a land whose stones are iron, and out of 
hills they mayest dig brass. 


whose 


The Bible and history point out definitely that the Jordan Valley 
Was just as it was written. But today the Jordan River is a muddy 
and disappointing stream. The soils of red earth have washed off the 
slopes to bedrock on more than half of the upland area. These soils 
ave lodged in the valleys and are still being cultivated and are still 
being eroded by great gullies cut through the alluvian with every 
heavy rain. Only dregs of land are left behind in the narrow valley 
floors, still cultivated to meager crops. The soil left can support but 
a very tiny portion of the population that it once supported. 

The land that Moses described to the Israelites as flowing with milk 
and honey stands today a wretched area offering little to modern 
civilization. 

The graphic story of Jordan 1 Valley was Wr itten on the land. Capt. 
P. 1. O. Guy, director of the British School of Archeology, made a 

study of the highland area of Judea, and all of the abandoned vil- 
lage sites found in the drainage area of Wadi Musrara River which 
were occupied 1,500 years ago. Since that time they have been de- 
pore and abandoned in greater numbers on the upper slope. 

Captain Guy divided the drainage of Musrara into three altitude 
zones. On the plain, 34 sites were occupied and 4 abandoned; in the 
foothills, 31 occupied and 65 abandoned; and in the mountains, 37 
occupied and 124 abandoned. In other words, villages have been thus 
abandoned 1 in the 3 zones by percentages in the above order of the 11, 
67, and 77 percent, which agrees well with the removal of the soil. 
In all of the old civilizations, if the soils had remained, even though 
the cities were destroyed and the population dispersed, the area might 
be repopulated again and the cities rebuilt. 

Now that the soils are gone, all is gone. Few people really realize 
that most of the desert areas in the Middle East are manmade deserts. 
For when all the measures for conserving soil and water that have been 
built up through the centuries were allowed to fall into disuse and 
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ruin, erosion was unleashed to do its deadly work in making the deserts 
our tourists see today. 

In China, the YellowRiver, known as China’s Sorrow, in their own 
history books, has been their sorrow throughout the years simply due 
to conservation practices they didn’t know about. “For high in the 
headwaters in the Province .of Shansi, the line of cultivation was 
pushing up slopes following the clearing of the forests. Soil that 
should have been protected by a forest m: antle was exposed to summer 
rains and soil erosion is in the headlong process of destroying land and 
filling the Yellow River with soil waste and debris bringing grief to 
the millions in the allavial plan below, where the fall was 1 foot per 
mile. The slowing waters made their deposit of silt filling up the 
river bed, making it more necessary to build the levees higher until 
those fateful dates recorded in history when the Yellow River broke 
over these manmade dikes, costing thousands of lives and millions in 
property damage. 

The tiller of the soil is not the only one guilty of allowing the forces 
of erosion to be unleashed. Careless grazing of the hills easily loosens 
this terrible force. The landscape c h: anges ‘rapidly as the soil mantle 
is washed off the upper slopes to bedrock. Accelerated runoff from 
the bared soil and rock cuts gullies in the upper edge of the soil mantle, 
working it downhill as if a great rug was being pulled off the hills. 
The accumulation of torrential flows during winter storms cuts great 
gullies through the alluvial plains. The etfect of this is to lower the 
water table, bringing about the effects of desiccation without reduction 
in rainfall; and that probably is the trouble with the Rio Grande: 
Valley today. 

This country has been damaged seriously in this manner, and its 
capacity to support its population much reduced. Unleashed and un- 
controlled soil erosion is sufficient to undermine a civilization as it has 
done many times. Cetrainly we people here in the United States have 
advanced far enough in our civilization that we should recognize 
these potentials and ward them off. North America, as the first colon- 
ist entered it, was a vast area of good land, more bountiful in raw ma- 
terials than ever was vouc chsafed any people. Its soils were fat with 
accumulated fertilities of the ages. Its mountains were full of min- 
erals and forests, its clear rivers were teeming with fish. All these 
were abundant soil productivity, raw materials, and power for a re- 
markable civilization. 

Here is the last frontier, for there are no new continents to discover, 
to explore, or to exploit. If we are to discover a way of establishing 
an enduring civilization we must do it here in the United States. We 
have not yet fully discovered the way. We are searching for the way 
and the light. This is the challenge of the ages. The key to this 
vexing problem is to prevent any more soil being carried from the 
slopes than naturally forms. There is a chance to solve this age-old 
problem of establishing an enduring civilization and find an adjust- 
ment of the people to its land resources. 

The United States today is like a great farm with fields suited to 
the growing of cotton, corn, and other crops and of land for pastures, 
woods, and general farming. In the West our country has vast graz- 
ing lands, well suited to the raising of herds of sheep and cattle and 
fertile alluvial valleys in the arid region, overawed by high mountains 
that condense the waters out of moisture-laden winds to irrigate gar- 
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den lands. Such isthe American farm capable of feeding at least 350 
million people, when the land is intensely cultivated under full con- 
servation techniques. And when fully occupied with a complex di 
vision of labor, the land will give usa higher general standard of living 
than we enjoy today. 

In an underpopulated land such as ours now, farmed extensively 
rather than intensively, there will be considerable slack before pri- 
vations on a national scale overtake us. But privations of individual 
farm families resulting from the wastage of soil by erosion are indi- 

cators of what will come to the Nation. As our population increases, 
farm production will go down from depletion of soil reserves and re- 
sources, unless effective techniques of soil conservation are used 
throughout the land. 

Now is the time, while we still have much good land capable of res- 
toration to full or greater productivity, to carry through a full pro 
gram of soil and water conservation. Such is necessary for building 
here a civilization that will not fall as have others. 

A solution to the problem of farming sloping lands must be found 
if we are to establish enduring agriculture in the United States. We 
have only about 100 million acres of flat alluvial land where the ero- 
sion hazard is negligible, out of the 460 million acres of land suitable 
for crops. Most “of our production comes from sloping lands, where 
the hazard of soil erosion is ever present. This calls urgently for the 
adaptation and application of measures of conservation of our soil. 

You all have seen the danger signs that are out; sheet erosion that 
develops into gullies if allowed to continue unchecked for a few years. 
Such gullies become numberless gutters, leading off storm waters and 
flash floods that gouge out miniature gorges and ruin the land for 
further cultivation. Material washed out of such gullies is swept 
down into river valleys to shoal streams, filling reservoirs and de- 
stroying water storage for hydroelectric power and for irrigation. 
Agr ‘iculture’s greatest problem throughout the ages is in trying to 


establish a permanent agriculture on sloping lands. This problem 


is with us here in the United States, where millions of acres have been 
destroyed for further cultivation and abandoned. 

Our solution for safeguarding our soils and slopes where soil ero- 
ion by water is the hazard is: To increase the rainwater intake capacity 
of the soil by retaining crop litter on the surface, soil improvement, 
crop rotation, stripcropping on the contour, and by leading away 
unabsorbed storm waters in channels of broad-faced terraces into 
outlet channels and natural drainage channels. We have applied 
these measures during recent years over millions of acres, as you may 
see from an airplane | when you fly over the country. 

We are laying special emphasis on saving the physical body of soil 
resources, rather than fertility. Maintaining fertility falls properly 
to the farmer himself. Conserving the physical integrity of the soil 
resource falls on the Nation as well as the farmer in order to save 
the people’s heritage and safeguard the national welfare. If the 
physical body of the soil resources is saved, we as a people are safe- 
guarded in liberty of action. We can apply fertilizer and plant a 
choice of crops in accordance with the market demands and national 
needs. If the soil is destroyed, then all our liberty of choice and 
action is gone, condemning this and future generations to needless 
privations and dangers. 
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So big is this job of saving our good lands from further damage 
and recla aiming to some useful purpose vast areas of seriously damaged 
land, that the full cooperation of each individual with technical lead- 
ership and assistance by the Government is not only desirable but 
necessary if we are to succeed. Land, after all, is not an economic 
commodity ; it is an integral part of the Nation, even as its people are, 
and requires protection “by the individual owner and the Nation as 
well. 

If Moses had foreseen what was to become of the Promised Land 
after 3,000 years, and could have foreseen what suicidal agriculture 
could do to a land, I believe he might have been inspired to deliver 
another commandment to establish man’s relation to the earth and 
to complete man’s trinity of responsibility to his Creator, to his fellow 
man, and to this earth. 

The legislatures in all States and in our National Capitol have recog- 
nized the Government’s responsibility in preserving the physical body 
of our soil. Few legislators truly understand why they favor con- 
servation measures, except they unconsciously feel there is a relation- 
ship between it and mankind’s well- being. Those who oppose the 
advancement of conservation do so under the mistaken conviction that 
he is simply opposing another farm relief program. This Nation is 
fortunate in having several intelligent authorities on soil and water 
conservation in both the House and Senate. Under their leadership 
we have seen created the agency known as the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice, and through the years we witnessed the passage of soil conservation 
bills that have enhanced the farmers’ opportunity to slow the devasta- 
tion of our country’s soil and resources. 

More recently the Hope-Aiken Act, known as Public Law 566, was 
given to the farmers of America as a tool with which it might attack 
the problem of providing a permanent agriculture. It is not intended 
to ridicule a modest beginning by comparing the appropriation for 
the upstream protection program, but you should weigh im your own 
mind this program’s importance to some of the trivials vour office 
causes you to consider. Though we have made severa] steps forward 
toward a better conservation program, we need to make giant strides 
in order to catch up and overcome the loss that has already occurred. 
Public Law 566 is inadequate in its present form. The effectiveness 
of this law is very limited. It needs to be liberalized and currently 
in the Senate subcommittee here there is a proposal known as the 
Poage bill, or Public Law 8750, that will liberalize Public Law 566 in 
such a manner that it might become a better tool to our farmers and 
conservationists. It is recognized that three important changes are 
needed to make the Jaw more acceptable to farmers of the Nation and 
particularly to the farmers of Oklahoma. Notably, they are: 

(1) The flood-control features of the program should be borne by 
the Federal Government and not the local organizations. This places 
too much burden on the individual farmer in the watershed. He 
should not be called upon to pay for benefits that will be community 
and national benefits. Historically the Federal Government has as- 
sumed this liability for flood control. 

(2) A means of financing these programs is necessary. It is recom- 
mended that the Government provide loans at a low rate of interest 
to individuals and organizations sponsoring these small watershed 
programs. ‘The areas in the direst need are those that are not finan- 
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cially able to bear the high initial cost of the current program. Make 
it possible for them to repay the loans with the prosperity furnished 
by the benefits of this program. 

(5) The limitation of the acre-feet of any one structure should be 
removed. This 5,000 acre-foot limitation is not necessary. When 
the earth was set in motion, there was no limitation set on how much 
water would fall on any given spot; nor was the size of the watershed 
controlled; nor the volume of water that would be carried down the 
streams of any tributary of our river system. In some instances a full 
measure of protection cannot be planned, because of this limitation, 
and the availability of sites for structures. Certainly a site should 
be used as economically as possible and when possible, certainly, the 
site should be used for the benefit of the people. It is wasteful to not 
include storage of water for other beneficial uses if the site can accom- 
modate such a program. 

Again I say, the problem of permanently extending civilization 
beyond the productive capacity of our alluvial plains lies in our ability 
to find a means of preventing soil from leaving the slopes any faster 
than it is naturally formed. Those nearer to the soil than you are 
fervently praying that you take this opportunity to give them another 
tool to help them in defending our future generations from priva- 
tions—privations like those that are now being visited upon the people 
to whom you are giving aid and relief. In many of the countries 
receiving aid from the United States, the sin of omission, their failure 
to conserve their soil, is the reason for their hunger and weakness. 

In closing, let me remind you that the history of every civilization 
is written in the soil. Today we see privation on a few individual 
farms in this country: tomorrow that number might be multiplied 
many times. May your action here today extend our Nation’s rich 
history and prosperity. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Abercrombie, for a very 
excellent statement. 

Are there any questions ? 

Senator Hruska. I just want to observe, Mr. Chairman, that this 
paper surely puts our efforts and our considerations here into historical 
perspective, which is very useful. I thing it is very fine. 

Mr. Asercromete. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. I have from the assistant legislative secretary of the 
National Farmers Union, Mr. Angus McDonald, a statement that he 
has asked we insert into therecord at this point. 

(The statement of Mr. McDonald follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ANGUS MCDONALD, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Our attention was recently called to a bill, S. 8727, which would implement 
Public Law 566 and broaden the authority of the Department of Agriculture to 
prevent floods on small watersheds and carry on land treatment measures. We 
are certainly in favor of the principle set forth in this legislation, but feel that the 
bill could be greatly improved. It would prevent, under our interpretation, the 
Federal Government from bearing the cost of any programs other than flood pre- 
vention. While as a general rule we do not believe loans or grants are necessary 
for carrying out the part of a watershed and reservoir program, we suggest that 
in some instances, small towns and cities will be unable to provide necessary funds 
for water disposal and residential and industrial water programs. 

The Poage bill, H. R. 8750, is not subject to this same deficiency and would 
permit inclusion of municipal and industrial water supply and water improve- 
ments for fish and wildlife, streamflow regulation to abate pollution, salt water 
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intrusion control and other purposes. We prefer the enactment of H. R. 8750 to 
that of S. 3727. However, H. R. 8750 does not provide for preference in regard 
to benefits from Federal irrigation projects. I refer to the statute in our recla- 
mation laws which limits the amount of land used by any 1 family to 160 acres 
if brought into the Federal reclamation program. 

We suggest that this provision be written in the bill. We also suggest language 
in the bill which would preserve the preference provision in regard to electric 
power, if there is any likelihood that electric power will be generated with any 
Federal project. 

I call your attention to a letter written to the Washington office of the National 
Farmers Union by Senator Frank Barrett who solicits our support of H. R. 
10299. This bill also is a watershed protection bill which ignores the 160-acre 
limitation. Senator Barrett in his letter says: 

“The conference committee agreed that it would report out a compromise bill 
using the language incorporated in H. R. 10299, herewith enclosed, with the 
understanding that the conference report would be held up in the Senate until 
after the watershed protection bill was passed and sent down to the White House. 
I am hopeful that we can get early action on the watershed protection bill and 
that later on the small projects bill will be cleared through both houses and sent 
to the President for his approval.” 

The Senator, I presume, is referring to S. 5881, which originally passed the 
Senate with the preference provisions in it, both in regard to irrigation and elec- 
tric power. The bill, in its travels around the Capitol, wound up with the 
preference provisions deleted. The bill as passed by the House and as agreed 
by the conference was recently approved in the form of a conference report. 

Because the situation has become so involved and approval of one bill which is 
desirable legislation, if slightly amended, is dependent on approval of what we 
consider undesirable legislation, that is S. 5881, Farmers Union is now forced 
to oppose all of these bills unless each bill is considered on its merits. We are 
opposed to any legislation which would whittle down or ignore the 160-acre 
limitation. 


Senator Kerr. Mr. Herschel Burrus, executive director of the Okla- 
homa State Soil Conservation Board. 
All right, Mr. Burrus. 


STATEMENT OF HERSCHEL BURRUS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE 
STATE SOIL CONSERVATION BOARD OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Burrus. Mr. Chairman, gentleman of the committee, I am 
Herschel Burrus, executive director of the State Soil Conservation 
Board of Oklahoma. I appear here, at the request of the members 
of the Oklahoma Association of Soil Conservation Districts, repre- 
senting a group of 120,000 Oklahomans vitally interested in the water- 
shed program, and regard it as a solution to their soil and water con- 
servation problems. 

During the 83d Congress, Public Law 566 was passed, giving the 
farmers a tool to make it possible to live with sporadic torrential rains 
and the flash floods of our State. This tool, Public Law 566, still 
has a few spare parts missing. ‘The loss in the form of top soil, crops, 
farm buildings, livestock, fences, roads, equipment, and time, to say 
nothing of countless lives, runs into untold millions of dollars. Yet 
the answer to these problems is still just out of reach, because Public 
Law 566, though it was one of the finest pieces of legislation passed 
hy the 83d Congress, is still lacking. It does not meet the needs of the 
people and communities on the small watersheds of Oklahoma. 

May I suggest three changes that would make the law more accept- 
able to the farmers of Oklahoma. The first is: The flood-control fea- 
tures of the program should be borne by the Federal Government and 
not the local organization. This places too much burden on the indi- 
vidual farmer in the watershed. He should not be called upon to 
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pay for benefits that will be community and national benefits. Sec 
ond, provide loans with low interest rates to the individuals and 
organizations sponsoring these small watershed programs. ‘The areas 
in direst need are those that are not financi: ally able to bear the high 
initial costs. Make it possible for them to repay the loans with the 
osperity furnished by the benefits of this program. ‘Third, the 
imitations of the storage capacity should be removed. 

My reason for these three changes is: The farmers of Oklahoma 
are willing and ready to furnish the necessary lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and to apply the necessary land treatment measures, 
contract for all the structures, and assume the perpetual responsibility 
and costs of continuous operation and maintaining the structures after 
they are built, while the Federal Government pays only that portion 
di rectly applicable to flood pre vention. 

Quite naturally the landowner immediately below a flood impound- 
ment structure would be the first to benefit. However, those far down 
the creek, and even on the main stem, also benefit. Notwithstanding, 
they who have the structure have the inconvenience of the structure, 
and those other troubles of flood water storage that render his prop- 
erty less valuable. Therefore, it would seem reasonable that those 
downstream should be willing for a portion of their taxes to be spent 
to keep floodwaters away from their land by keeping it upstream. 

Another aspect often overlooked is that those properties down 
stream, when protected from floods, increase in value in direct pro 
portion to the amount of that flood protection. The production 
downstream is increased just the same as it is increased on the land 
directly below the structure. When you recognize the fact that all 
persons in the watershed benefit, you also should recognize the fact 
that the flood control features are a Government responsibility. We 
should not penalize the persons in the immediate area by the current 
high rate of participation Public Law 566 now requires. 

When we store the water on the hillside, we protect our productive 
land against floods and maintain its productivity, and also have the 
water as protection against drought and famine, thus insuring our 
ability to be ready for : any eventu: ality. This asset alone justifies im- 
mediate steps to accelerate our upstream flood protection program. 
One of the great attributes of American production is being able 
to produce an abundance of food and fiber when it is needed, such as 
in World Warland II. The history of every civilization is written 
in the soil. Let us pray that future historians can record the fact 
that you men here today had the wisdom to provide the tools for a 
permanent agriculture. 

My second observation of the changes needed is: The amount of 
money needed by the local organization to finance its share of carr v- 
ing out works of improvement provided for in the act will run into 
many thousands of dollars, dollars they may not have. We strongly 
recommend that the Secretary of Agriculture be authorized to make 
loans to individuals and or ganizations. Local organizations at- 
tempting to raise the necessary cash to finance their share of the costs 
will have a very difficult obstacle at the beginning of their search for 
funds. 

A bond issue would be the logical approach to the problem; but 
with the market flooded as it is at present with bond issues for new 
schools, roads (both toll and free), streets, waterworks extension and 
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improvements, hospitals, airports, municipal buildings and bonds for 
other purposes, all with many years of credit experience back of each 
issue, watershed bonds will, in all probability, be unsalable, unless high 
interest rates are offered as an inducement to potential purchasers. 
Watershed bonds are new and untried obligations, therefore, would 
suffer in competition. 

Most municipal bonds mature serially over a period of years, rarely 
exceeding 20 years. Because the watershed indebtedness must be paid 
by the recipients of the benefits derived from the watershed improve- 
ments and because of the overlapping of indebtedness by school dis- 
tricts, municipalities in the water shed, and counties, the tax 
structure in the watershed will tend to be extremely burdensome on the 
landowners. This situation can be resolved into a more nearly 
equitable tax structure, if the Secretary of Agriculture is permitted 
to extend loans to the local organizations to be repaid in not more than 
50 years, at an interest rate equal to that of long-term United States 
Government bonds, which under present market conditions amounts 
to about 3 percent. If this provision is not made, it is possible that 
many watersheds that qualify in all respects under the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act will continue to suffer annual 
floods which cause untold damage, because of their inability to find 
the necessary funds to finance their share of the costs. 

My third point is the 5,000 acre-foot limitation contained in Public 
Law 566. When the good Lord set this universe in motion, he did 
not set any limitation on how much water would fall on any given 
watershed, nor did he try to control the size of the watershed or v olume 
of water that would be carried by the streams of the watershed. In 
some instances a full measure of protection cannot be planned be- 
cause of this limitation and the availability of sites. 

One of the great features of Public Law 566 is that it was written 
to be operated by the local people, used by them for their own better- 
ment. But if restrictions in the law render part of it inoperative, then 
the whole law becomes inoperative. 

Now, I hope you gentlemen of the committee see that there is noth- 
ing personal in asking that the 5,000 acre-foot limitation be removed, 
because no one individual group or corporation is asking for it as 
personal gain. The people who live on the watersheds, who want to 
manage their own affairs without restrictions which hinder, that man- 
agement are the ones who are asking for the change. You know these 
people in your own communities to be the salt of the earth. They 
come as near living by the Golden Rule as any group in America. 
They are asking that this restriction be removed so they can do what 
needs to be done. Experience has proven on the Pilot watershed 
projects that there are very few instances where a structure that will 
impound more than 5,000 acre-feet will be needed; but where it is 
needed, it is needed very badly. This law with this restriction in 
it is like a big powerful truck with no reverse gear. The truck would 
be capable of moving great loads but it would have a definite limita- 
tion as to its use. 

The people who live on the small watersheds of America are inter- 
ested only in being able to do the best possible job of flood prevention 
at the lowest possible cost to both the Federal Government and the 
local people. We can do neither with the 5,000 acre-foot limitation. 
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My comments are based upon opinions and observations gathered 
while visiting among the supervisors and farmers of the 86 soil-con- 
servation districts of Oklahoma, and contacts with like organizations 
throughout these United States. The citizens of this great country 
who would like to use Public Law 566 to improve and strengthen 
their portion of the country would like your earnest and prayerful 
consideration of the changes herein propounded. May I remind you 
that the failure of every ancient empire was traced to their inability 
to cope with the movement of their soil down the slopes. 

My humble thanks to you gentlemen of the committee for the op- 
portunity to come before you and present our views on this important 
legislation. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Burrus. 

Are there questions ? 

Senator Hruska. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Marvin Guinn, secretary of the Oklahoma Soil 
Conservation Board. 

I want the record to show the chairman is very happy to have all 
these Oklahoma boys here on this matter. 


STATEMENT OF MARVIN GUINN, SECRETARY, OKLAHOMA SOIL 
CONSERVATION BOARD 


Mr. Guinn. Mr. Chairman, I am more or less excess baggage. 

Senator Kerr. I would say “less” than “more.” Sit down. 

Mr. Guinn. I don’t have a written statement. I feel like appearing 
here bringing to you the thinking of Mr. Average Farmer. After 
all, that’s what I am. 

I live in Byars, Okla., and I am connected with the State soil-con- 
servation board, a member of that board. 

I would like to mention the fact that we seem to be all agreed of the 
importance of water conservation here today. No one questions that. 
As to how we arrive at a program, this kind of a program, is deter- 
mined by what you hear today. 

In appreciate the fact that since this is so close to Independence 
Day that Mr. Average Citizen is granted an opportunity to have a 
voice in formulating the policies of this great Government of ours. 
It reinvigorates my patriotism, because this is my first opportunity. 
I want to take that back home to my neighbors and friends and im- 
press upon them that we do have a Government here that is interested 
in what the average citizen thinks. There are so many places that 
doesn’t happen. 

That is a preliminary remark, Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to make. 

There have been a few “boogers” * pointed out in what we are asking 
for here today in H. R. 8750 which I would like to try to eliminate 
in my poor way. 

One Senator from Colorado this morning pointed out the fact 
that you might have one structure where the benefit is entirely to one 
man. I can’t conceive of a flood-control program where the benefit is 
entirely local. You take his example for instance. The surplus water 
from that one structure—he had to have a watershed—eventually 
enters somebody’s stream. It can’t all be local. 

I conceive of upstream flood-control programs in this manner: The 
benefits are not local for the simple reason it is an overall program. 
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Whenever you have flood control on the watershed you have got flood 
control on the main stem. You have got flood control clear down to 
the mouth of the Mississippi River. And if that isn’t a national pro- 
gram I don’t know how to conceive of a national program. 

The farmers’ thinking on sharing in the cost of structures is this: 
They feel when they have contributed the rights-of- way, easements, 
and land treatment and they have done their share because it is a 
national program and the benefits are national. Even though vou 
might increase or raise his economy, he is going to pay more taxes 
asa result of that. It also reinvigorates the economy in various ways 
because of his increased production. That is a national asset. 

I think that the farmers—I know because I have heard them talk— 
what they want is a bill like we are considering here today, H. R. 8750. 

Even though you could establish the fact that they might ought 
to share in the cost of structure, the farmer's economy today is not 
such that he could do it. 

I think the cost-sharing feature in 566 is a conception from the De- 
partment of Agriculture, and the answer from the farmers is this: 

“Mr. Secretary, don’t you call on us, because we can’t do it. We 
have a note due at the bank. We're going to have to renew it.’ 

That is the reason they cannot share in the cost-sharing on the 
structures. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to close with this remark: I think in 
Public Law 566 we were expecting something we didn’t get, and I 
remember it took probably 3 or 4 months to interpret the law after 
Congress passed it. I would like to see in H. R. 8750 the intent set out 
so plain and firm that it does not need any interpretation. 

When 566 came out, I was reminded of the farmer who took his 
wife to the beauty parlor. He had to meet her an hour later. And 
he drove up, and she came out to the car, and he gazed at her, and 
she said, “Well, I’d like for you to take me home.” 

He said, “If you'll walk down the block a ways I'll pick you up, 
because I’m waiting here for my wife to come out, and I’ve got to 
get bac k before she gets here.” [Laughter.] 

That’s about the disappointment we had in Public Law 566 I think. 

Senator Kerr. All right, sir. Off the record. 

(Remarks off the record.) 

Senator Kerr. We want to thank you for what I must say is a 
very, very effective and practical statement. 

Mr. Gordon Zimmerman of the National Grange. 





STATEMENT OF GORDON ZIMMERMAN, RESEARCH DIRECTOR, THE 
NATIONAL GRANGE 











Mr. ZimmerMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Zimmerman, we are glad to have you. Proceed. 

Mr. Zimmerman. Lam Gordon Zimmerman, research director of the 
National Grange, and I have a short statement I believe I can make 
a little shorter. 

Senator Kerr. We will be happy to insert it in the record, and you 
give such part of it as you would like to. 
? Mr. ZormermMan. I would like to say that the National Grange 
thoroughly and heartily supports H. R. 8750. We believe that the 
broadening of this act by removing some of the restrictive language 
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now contained in it would not only permit a more comprehen 
tvpe of net program but encourage local] 
take a much more active interest in their 
water resources. 

Residents and organizations in watershed areas, we believe, are 
understandably interested in carrying out fairly broad-seale programs 
of improvement in their w atersheds, and not just agricultural devel 
opments limited to irrigation, drainage, conservation, and flood con 
trol. They are also interested in water development and storage 
for such purposes as recreation and municipal and industrial supply. 
In some localities a reduction in water pollution is an important 
objective. 

The proposed amendments to the Watershed Act would permit 
the Secretary of Agriculture to assist local organizations in planning 
and carrying out this sensible and wider range of improvements. 
Properly, the bill would assign construction costs, in connection with 
any water-storage capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet, and for pur 
poses other than flood prevention, to local organizations. But local 
organizations would not be required to share in the construction 
costs of structural measures applicable to flood prevention. 

The National Grange supports this position on cost-sharing. 

At the last annual session of the National Grange, the delegate body 
declared : 


OrganiZations 


watersheds and in the 


A uniform cost-sharing policy should be applied to flood-control projects of 
the various Federal agencies. Farmers are now being asked to share in water 
shed flood-control costs on a 50-50 basis with the Government, which is inequi 
table and undesirable in view of the fact that downstream and other Federal 
flood-control operations are carried on without such cost-sharing. 

That is the end of the position. 

Senator Kerr. Don’t you think, in view of the extr: aordinarily 
high income of the farmers and their very prosperous condition at this 
time, that if the Federal Government is going to make an exception 
and let any group of its citizens share in a program of which they are 
a portion recipient of the benefits, that the farmer should be the No. 
i that would be picked out and permitted to do that ? 

Mr. ZrmmMerMAN. I am sure that the Grange folks feel exactly lke 
that, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. You mean just exactly like L feel / 

Mr. ZimMERMAN. Yes, sir. 

I would like to interpolate here a ninute by saying that at our last 
national session this point was made over and over again, and I know 
of no program among our members that has exe ited their deeper 
interest, nor was there any livelier discussion on any other program 
than this one, and that includes the soil bank and domestic parity, 
which is near and dear to Grange members’ hearts. This business of 
cost sharing is something they feel very deeply about, and our next 
comment here goes to this point. For we have the feeling that, in view 
of what is happening to farm income, there can be little justice in 
asking farmers to share flood-control costs when our more prosperous 
cities are absolved from such cost sharing. 

We have heard that a change in cost-sharing policy with respec t to 
flood-control operations of the Army engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation is being considered—and that the direct, identifiable 
beneficiaries may be asked to share in such costs. While there is much 
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to be said for such a principle of cost sharing, it strikes us as unwise 
and unfair to require farmers to set the example and lead the way. 

We have been interested to notice, in this general connection, the 
progress of the small reclamation projects bill, H. R. 5881. This bill, 
which provides for water-impounding structures for irrigation, flood 
control, municipal, industrial, and domestic water supply, and for 
other purposes, does not require cost-sharing for flood control on the 
part of local organizations. 

This small-projects bill, now awaiting a decision by the Senate, as 
I understand it, on the report of the conference committee, applies 
only to the 17 Western States. It is apparently the understanding 
of many Members of both the Senate and House, however, that the 
Watershed Act will be amended to provide similar benefits for the 
Eastern and Midwestern States. 

There is more to my statement here, but I would only go on to say 
that except for the amendment which applies to the ‘terminal date 
with reference to contracts we do support vigorously the provisions of 
H. R. 8750. 

Senator Kerr. And you think that that date should be extended ? 

Mr. ZimMERMAN. I do, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much for your statement, Mr. Zim- 
merman. 

Mr. ZimMerMAN. Thank you very much. 

Senator Kerr. Are there any questions ? 

( No response. ) 

Thank you. 

(Mr. Zimmerman’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT FOR THE NATIONAL GRANGE BY GORDON K. ZIMMERMAN, RESEARCH 
DIRECTOR 


The National Grange has a deep interest in programs for the conservation, 
development, use, and disposal of water resources in the watersheds of the coun- 
try. We have the same deep interest in programs designed to provide a greater 
degree of protection against floods. Some of the most effective work for flood 
prevention, we believe, can be accomplished in the small watersheds of the 
Nation. 

For these reasons we have followed rather closely the functioning of the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act of 1954. This is a pioneering act, 
and we completely approve of its objectives. Since its enactment nearly 2 years 
ago, however, it has become apparent that improvements are necessary in the 
body of the law if it is to accomplish its intended purposes. Certain limitations 
and burdens, in particular, should be removed. 

H. R. 8750 and the identical Senate bills (S. 3248 by Senator Carlson and S. 3371 
by Senator Fulbright) would amend the act to provide most of the essential 
improvements. The Grange, therefore, heartily supports this legislation. 

Broadening the act, by removing some of the restrictive language now contained 
in it, would not only permit a more comprehensive type of watershed program, 
but encourage local organizations to take a more active interest in their water- 
sheds and their water resources. 

Residents and organizations in watershed areas, we believe, are understand- 
ably interested in carrying out fairly broad-scale programs of improvement in 
their watersheds, and not just agricultural developments limited to irrigation, 
drainage, conservation, and flood control. 

They are also interested in water development and storage for such pur- 
poses as recreation, and municipal and industrial supply. In some localities, 
a reduction in water pollution is an important objective. 

The proposed amendments to the Watershed Act would permit the Secretary 
of Agriculture to assist local organizations in planning and carrying out this 
sensible and wider range of improvements. Properly, the bill would assign con- 
struction costs, in connection with any water storage capacity in excess of 5,000 
acre-feet, and for purposes other than flood prevention, to local organizations. 











AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT QT 


But local organizations would not be required to share in the construction cost 
of structural measures applicable to flood prevention. 

The National Grange supports this position on cost sharing. 

At the last annual session of the National Grange, the delegate body declared : 

“A uniform cost-sharing policy should be applied to flood-control projects of 
the various Federal agencies. Farmers are now being asked to share in water- 
shed flood-control costs on a 50-50 basis with the Government, which is in- 
equitable and undesirable in view of the fact that downstream and other Federal 
flood-control operations are carried on without such cost sharing.” 

Considering what has been happening to farm income, there can be little justice 
in asking farmers to share flood-control costs when our more prosperous cities 
are absolved from such cost sharing. 

We have heard that a change in cost-sharing policy with respect to flood con- 
trol operations of the Army engineers and the Bureau of Reclamation is being 
considered—and that the direct, identifiable beneficiaries may be asked to share 
in such costs. While there is much to be said for such a principle of cost sharing, 
it strikes us as unwise and unfair to require farmers to set the example and lead 
the way. 

We have been interested to notice, in this general connection, the progress of 
the small reclamation projects bill—H. R. 5881. This bill, which provides for 
water-impounding structures for irrigation; flood control; municipal, industrial, 
and domestic water supply: and for other purposes; does not require cost 
sharing for flood control on the part of local organizations. 

This small projects bill, now awaiting a decision by the Senate on the report 
of the conference committee, applies only to the 17 Western States. It is ap- 
parently the understanding of many Members of both the Senate and House, 
however, that the Watershed Act will be amended to provide similar benefits 
for the Eastern and Midwestern States. 

As the Watershed Act now stands, no single structure may be included in a 
watershed plan if it provides more than 5,000 acre-feet of water storage capacity. 
Moreover, the law provides that watershed plans containing any structure with 
a capacity of more than 2,500 acre-feet must be approved by resolutions of the 
Senate and House Committees on Agriculture. 

H. R. 8750 would beneficially modify these restrictions. The amending lan- 
guage would permit structures of more than 5,000 acre-feet capacity to be in- 
cluded in watershed plans if: 

1. The capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet is for purposes other than flood 
prevention. 

2. The structure is to be built by a local organization as an integral part of 
a watershed plan, and 

3. The construction cost for capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet is to be 
assumed completely by the local organization. 

The proposed new section 8, provided in H. R. 8750, is a desirable addition. 
This would authorize Federal loans to local organizations to help finance their 
share of the costs of works of improvement. Such an authorization for low- 
interest long-term credit up to 50 years is, in our opinion, an essential encourage- 
ment and a practical necessity. 

The proposed new section 9 is obviously desirable. It would properly make the 
benefits of the act available to residents of Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands. 

We appreciate, Mr. Chairman, this opportunity to present the views of the 
National Grange on these proposed amendments to the Watershed Act. 


Senator Kerr. Mr. Matt Triggs, assistant legislative director of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE 
DIRECTOR, AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Triees. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In view of the lateness of 
the hour 

Senator Kerr. You need not let that disturb you, sir. It does not 
disturb us. You go ahead and give your statement as you want. 

Mr. Trices. In that case, it is a short statement and I will read it. 
T hesitate to take the time of the busy Senators. 
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At the last annual meeting of the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion the voting delegates of the member State farm bureaus approved 
the following resolution : 

We recommend that the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act be 
amended to include Federal participation in the construction costs of structures 
designed to store water for conservation and beneficial use in addition to flood 
prevention. 

Our position in this matter is based upon a belief that in planning 
the development of a watershed it is necessary and desirable that all 
potential uses of water in the area be considered. In some instances 
only a single use of water may be feasible, but in most instances mul- 
tiple uses or conflicts in the use of such water for various purposes are 
involved. In such instances it is important that planning for a proj- 
ect be carried forward on a multiple-use basis. 

The Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act now provides 
that no single structure may be included in a watershed program if 
it provides more than 5,000 acre-feet of total storage capacity. H. R. 

8750 would amend this to provide that 2 structure in excess of 5,000 
acre-feet capacity may be included in a watershed project if the ca- 
pacity above 5,000 acre-feet is for purposes other than flood control 
and if the construction cost of the capacity above 5,000 acre-feet 1s 
borne by the local organization. 

If the local organization and the Department of Agriculture, in 
the study and investigation of a watershed project, reach the conclu- 
sion that storage capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet is desirable for 
most effective and economic water utilization, it would appear to us 
that it would be unfortunate if they should be prohibited by statute, 
us is the case at present, from proceeding on such effective and eco- 
nomic basis. 

The act now requires that any watershed project containing water 
storage capacity in excess of 2,500 acre-feet must be approved by the 
Senate and House Committees on Agriculture. H. R. 8750 provides 
that such committee approval shall not be necessary. Both the House 
and Senate Agriculture Committees would continue to have veto au- 
thority in connection with any such project. It would appear that 
specific committee approval of the many small projects that may be 
anticipated under the Watershed Act involves an unnecessary burden 
to the committees involved. 

At the present time the act requires that any project involving irri- 

gation be submitted to the Department of Interior for the Depart- 
ee s views and that any project involving floodwater detention 
structures shall be submitted to the Army engineers for their views. 
Hf. R. 8750 provides this will be necessary only where the Federal 
contribution is in excess of $250,000. It would appear that the extent 
of interagency reference and investigation should not be the same in 

& project costing $100,000 as in one costing $3 million and that the 
proposal in H. R. 8750 to limit such interagency reference has merit. 

At the present time the act provides that after July 1, 1956, all 
construction contracts must be entered into by the local agency, rather 

than the Department of Agriculture. H. R. 8750 strikes this date 
and a that the Secretary may undertake construction after 
July 1, 1956, in those instances where no local organization is au- 
il by State law to undertake this responsibility. This is the 
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only feature of H. R. 8750 to which we are opposed. We believe it is 
important to maintain the act’s concept of local responsibility and 
control, and that an essential feature of such local responsibility and 
control is that the local organization has sufficient legal and financial 
status to undertake the construction of the project. To eliminate 
this requirement would open the door for the program to become a 
Federal program with subordination of local responsibility and 
control. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the opportunity of presenting the views of 
the American Farm Bureau on these matters is appreciated. We 

respectfully recommend expeditious action by the committee, looking 
forward to congressional approval prior to adjournment. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Triggs, for your state- 
ment. Are there questions? 

Senator Hruska. Just this, Mr. Chairman: Mr. Triggs, directing 
your attention to the last few lines of page 1 of your statement, in 
there you indicate that it appears unfortunate to you that reservoirs 
with storage capacities in excess of 5,000 acre- feet should be pro- 
hibited by ‘statute “as is the case at present.” As a matter of fact, 
that is not the case at present, is it, Mr. Triggs? It might be that 
they would be prohibited under this particular act. 

Mr. Trices. I accept your correction. 

Senator Hruska. Would it not be a little more fair and under- 
standable to those who look at this whole picture ¢ 

Mr. Tricgs. I was speaking in terms of a project under this act. 

Senator Hruska. Yes. And, of course, there we get into one of the 
controversial or certainly one of the disputed points in this as to 
where the jurisdiction of this act shall leave off and something else 
take hold. Is that not about the—— 

Mr. Triees. As to the upstream watershed program and the down- 
stream flood-control program there must be a line of control. We 
never have recommended 5,000 acre-feet as the place to draw the line. 
We are inclined to believe it is too small. But it is not in the bill, 
and we are not recommending any change except as provided in 
8750. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Triggs. 

Mr. Stewart Brandborg, assistant conservation director of the Na- 
tional Wildlife Federation. 


STATEMENT OF STEWART M. BRANDBORG, ASSISTANT CONSERVA- 
TION DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Branpporc. Mr. Chairman, I am Stewart Brandborg, assistant 
conservation director of the National Wildlife Federation. My or- 
ganization represents some 3 million lay conservationists who are 
associated with it through affiliates in the States, the District of 
Columbia, and Alaska. 

The National Wildlife Federation has a great interest in the pro- 
posed amendments to the Watershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act, Public Law 566, as passed by Congress in 1954. We know 
that soil ‘and water conservation practices, if ‘properly integrated with 
other land uses, can greatly enhance recreational and wildlife benefits 
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as well as increase the production of agricultural commodities and 
water supplies. 

Amendment of Public Law 566 is timely in view of the need for 
speeding up the small watershed program in a manner which will 
be consistent with the high conservation standards set forth in its 
objectives. 

We believe that the scope of the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act should be broadened to include all aspects of conserva- 
tion and development of the water resource. Amendments contained 
in H. R. 8750 and S. 3023 are needed to make this law applicable to 
additional phases of water conservation so that local projects may 
include municipal, industrial, recreational, and wildlife features. 

We also approve the amendments to remove from the present law 
the existing 5,000 acre-feet limitation on the size of impoundment 
structures. This size limitation should be raised in order to eliminate 
the handicaps that would be imposed on the broader multiple-use 
projects that could come under the law. The present restriction of 
projects to 5,000 acre-feet capacities serves as an obstacle to the com- 
prehensive development of resources in some of the small watersheds 
under this program. In these cases additional storage for purposes 
other than flood prevention is a logical part of the small watershed 
development. Some relief for this situation is provided in the lan- 
guage of H. R. 8750, as passed by the House, which would assign 
costs for any capacity in excess of 5,000 acre-feet, for multiple- 
purpose benefits other than flood prevention, to the local organiza- 
tion. 

It is also proper that the local participating organization should 
not be made to assume any part of the construction cost for flood- 
prevention measures. The amendments, as contained in H. R. 8750 
and S. 3023, to eliminate the burden of expense for flood-control bene- 
fits from the shoulders of the local participants, are fair and con- 
sistent with other Federal legislation as well as an inducement for 
getting better land management practices into use. 

To avoid delay in getting underway with the projects authorized 
under this law, we recommend the deletion of the present provision 
which requires approval of the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry of the Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of the House 
of Representatives, on any projects over 2,500 acre-feet capacity. 
There is a definite need for cutting out redtape in administration of 
the present law. This step is necessary in order to reduce the time 
required for clearance of projects. Similarly, another delay in acti- 
rating programs would be avoided by the other amendment contained 
in H. R. 8750. This eliminates the requirement of the present law that 
plans for works of improvement involving a Federal contribution of 
less than $250,000 be transmitted to the Congress through the Presi- 
dent. 

It is our belief that the effect of watershed programs carried out 
under Public Law 566, and as amended by this bill, will in 9 cases out 
of 10 be beneficial to fish and wildlife. But the benefits to wildlife 
and in public recreational opportunities will be greater if planning 
for these resources is included from the very beginning by bringing 
the wildlife experts that are available in Federal and State agencies 
into the planning picture. 
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H. R. 8750, as explained by the House committee report, would per 
mit the Secretary of Agriculture to assist local organizations in plan- 
ning and carrying out measures for the improvement of fish and wild- 
life. The House committee report also indicates that one of the pur- 
poses of the committee amendments is to permit some degree of Fed 
eral aid in the storage of water for irrigation, streamflow regulation 
and “other beneficial pur yoses.” As stated above, the committee re 
port includes “fish and wildlife improvements” as one of those bene- 
ficial purposes. 

In this context it is clear that H. R. 8750, as passed by the House, 
would permit the use of Federal funds to enhance fish and wildlife 
resources in carrying out the basic objectives of the small watershed 
program. The National Wildlife Federation is gratified by this 
broadened concept and fully supports these provisions of the pending 
legislation. 

Fish and wildlife resources are in short supply. ‘The amendment 
of Public Law 566, as proposed by H. R. 8750, would give the Nation’s 
farmers appropriate incentive to build up the supply of these re- 
sources for their own enjoyment and economic gain as well as for 
similar benefits to the people of the Nation as a whole. 

The administrators of Public Law 566 have been aware of the fish 
and wildlife opportunities and dangers. Under date of May 12, 1955, 
the Administrator of the Soil Conservation Service and the Director 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior, en- 
tered into a memorandum of understanding “for the purpose of en- 
couraging the coordination and integration of fish and wildlife con- 
servation with works of improvement” carried out pursuant to Public 
Law 566. I have copies of that agreement and ask the permission of 
the committee that a copy be made a part of the record at this point. 

Senator Kerr. Is that the document of which you furnished us a 
copy ¢ 

Mr. Branppore. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. It may be entered in the record either at this point 
or at the conclusion of your remarks, as you desire. 

Mr. Branpporc. Whichever is. most satisfactory. 

Senator Kerr. As you desire. 

Mr. Branppore. I think it would be appropriate to insert it at this 
point since it is very brief. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

(The memorandum of understanding referred to follows :) 


MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPART- 
MENT OF THE INTERIOR, AND SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


This memorandum is entered into for the purpose of encouraging the coor- 
dination and integration of fish and wildlife conservation with works of improve- 
ment carried out pursuant to provisions of the Watershed Protection and Flood 
Prevention Act of August 4, 1954 (Public Law 566, 83d Cong., 2d sess.), and to 
that end will provide guidance to all personnel in the Fish and Wildlife Service 
and the Soil Conservation Service. 


GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 


1. The watershed protection and flood prevention projects may have a signifi- 
cant effect on fish and wildlife resources in some watersheds. Therefore, it is 
agreed that the Fish and Wildlife Service and the State fish and game agencies 
may make such recommendations for fish and wildlife conservation as they deem 
practical during the planning stage of projects under Public Law 566. 
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2. Local organizations, as defined in Public Law 566, may desire to incorporate 


measures for enhancement of fish and wildlife in watershed work plans based 
upon recommendations of State and Federal agencies, but no part of the cost of 
such enhancement meastres will be paid for from appropriations made under au- 
thority of Public Law 566. 

3. Costs of measures for mitigation of any damages to fish and wildlife re- 
sources resulting from the proposed works of improvement under Public Law 
166 will be considered by the Soil Conservation Service as proper costs of the 
projects and such measures as are determined to be appropriate by the Soil 
Conservation Service shall be incorporated in the watershed work plan. 

Tangible benefits or losses to such resources shall be appropriately credited 
or charged-to the projects and intangible benefits and losses may be cited. 

Watershed work plans should represent the program of local people. The 
Soil Conservation Service will participate in carrying out only those elements 
of the project, however, that are in accordance with the provisions of Public 
Law 566 and that it considers to be in keeping with the policies of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

PROCEDURES 


t. The Fish and Wildlife Service may make a reconnaissance study of proposed 
or approved watershed projects to determine (1) the probable effects of the 
project on fish and wildlife resources, and (2) whether detailed studies of the 
watershed area and project plans are needed properly to integrate measures for 
conservation of fish and wildlife into watershed work plans. These reconnais- 
sance studies shall be financed from funds regularly appropriated to the Fish 
and Wildlife Service for river basin studies, 

5. In the event detailed studies by the Fish and Wildlife Service of certain 
projects are recommended and both the need for and the estimated cost of mak- 
ing such studies have the concurrence of the Soil Conservation Service, the cost 
of such detailed studies will be financed by transfer of funds from the Soil 
Conservation Service. 

6. Following the transfer of funds for these studies, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service shall proceed promptly to undertake them, in close consultation with 
the appropriate State fish and game agencies, the local offices of the Soil Con- 
servation Service, and the representatives of the local organization. The Fish 
and Wildlife Service will keep in mind at all times the objectives of the local 
organization in the development of a watershed project. 

7. The recommendations developed by these studies will be given full consid- 
eration by the Soil Conservation Service and will be presented for the consid- 
eration of the local organization in developing the watershed work plan. 

8. This memorandum of understanding will be implemented by periodic agree- 
ment for transfer of funds and arrangements for specific work. 

GLADWIN YOUNG, 
Acting Administrator, Soil Conservation Service. 

May 12, 1955. 

JOHN L. FARLEY, 
Director, Fish and Wildlife Service. 

May 24, 1955. 

Mr. Branpsorc. The procedure agreed to by the Administrators of 
the Soil Conservation Service and Fish and Wildlife Service are sub- 
stantially the same as those provided for in the so-called Coordination 
Act of August 14, 1946 (Public Law 732, 70th Cong.). 

The Coordination Act is, from the standpoint of the many millions 
of hunters and fishermen and other people interested in wildlife con- 
servation, a very important law. It provides that before Federal im- 
poundments or water-diversion projects are finally authorized or 
construction commences, the Fish and Wildlife Service with the help 
of the State game and fish department shall take a good look at the 
probable effects on fish and wildlife resources. 

It further authorizes the fish and wildlife agencies to prepare re- 
ports on those effects and to make recommendations for mitigation of 
losses, if any. Through the exercise of the Coordination Act, poten- 
tially severe fish and wildlife losses have been prevented in many 






















AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 97 


instances. In other instances, opportunities have been disclosed 
wherein new habitat was developed. 

The Coordination Act presently applies to all projects constructed 
by the Bureau of Reclamation or the Corps of Engineers. It also 
applies to projects for which the Federal Power Commission issues 
permits. It would not apply to works under Public Law 566 because 
the watershed projects would be constructed by local agencies and not 
by the Federal Government. 

“I would like to recommend that development projects under this 
small watershed law be brought under the Coordination Act by add 
ing the following amendment to the bill under consideration today: 

The planning and construction of projects undertaken pursuant to this act 
shall be subject to all procedural requirements and other provisions of the act 
of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1080). , 

This would make permanent the present working agreement be- 
tween the Soil Conservation Service and the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice. We know the Congress and all agencies and parties involved do 
not wish to overlook an opportunity to protect the wildlife resources. 
This amendment would be a simple guaranty against such oversight. 

The long-term provisions of H. R. 8750 favor greater participation 
by local sponsoring groups and accordingly would permit a wider and 
more general application of the land-use benefits of the law. It also 
appears that Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands 
should be allowed to participate in the programs carried out under 
this law. 

I wish to thank you for the privilege of appearing here today. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Brandborg. 

Are there questions / 

(No response. ) 

Senator Kerr. That completes the scheduled list of witnesses. I 
see that the name of C. R. Gutermuth has been added. How much of 
a statement, Mr. Gutermuth, do you have? 

Mr. GutTermutH. My whole statement I think could be given in 
about 3 minutes. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. We will hear you, and I want to ask 
Mr. Allen some questions afterward. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. GutermutH. I might add, Mr. Chairman, and I had written 
to the chairman of the full committee, perhaps in error, indicating that 
I wanted to appear, and perhaps the letter did not reach the chairman 
of the subcommittee. 

My name is C. R. Gutermuth. I am vice president of the Wildlife 
Management Institute, a national nonprofit membership organiza- 
tion dedicated to the improved management and proper utilization of 
all renewable natural resources in the public interest. 

In addition, I am a member of the 5-man committee that was 
charged with the responsibility of staging the National Watershed 
Congress that was held here in Washington the past 2 years, and 
which brought together in each of those 2 conferences more than 300 
farmers and ranchers and members of local soil-conservation dis- 
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tricts from all parts of the country for a 2-day discussion of the im- 
slementation of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, 
p -ublic Law 566. 

At the last Watershed Congress on December 5 and 6, which was a 
grassroots meeting, those who are intimately involved in carrying out 
the practices and programs authorized under this small w: atershed 
act brought out in their discussions certain weaknesses in the new 
Jaw that are preventing its full application. We, therefore, feel that 
the known shortcomings should be remedied immediately. 

While we think that the Poage bill, H. R. 8750, should be enacted 
by the Senate without delay, the Institute still feels that the 5,000- 
acre-foot limitation in Public Law 566 should be removed completely 

During the hearing in the House, we asked for that one : additions! 
amendment to H. R. 8750, and if that limitation is not removed, then 
it means just this: All of those local projects will be built and there- 
after controlled by the Federal Government. Even so, the Poage 
bill would broaden the present law sufficiently to remove most. of the 
public criticism, and would permit the full watershed treatment that 
was envisioned by the sponsors and supporters of the original pro- 
posal. All of these amendments really are needed, Mr. Chairman, 
to attain more complete absorption of rainfall by the land, and to 
help prevent disastrous flash runoffs that destroy soil fertility, real 
property, and human life. 

If those obstacles are not removed, they will keep the local groups 
across the Nation from getting started with their work. On Janu- 
ary 1, 1956, there were 2,647 soil-conservation districts in operation. 
Their programs embrace about 982,671,000 acres of land in farms and 
ranches and more than 4,841,000 farms. This means that about 90 
percent of the farms and 85 percent of the total land in farms are in 
districts. 

Those are impressive figures, Mr. Chairman, and most of the people 
in those districts contend that this one other handicap should be re- 
moved. The Poage bill, so we understand, does not remove the 5,000- 
acre-foot limitation completely, and the committee is urged to _— 
further consideration to that part of the Clements (Barkley) bill, 
3023. There are many projects, either proposed or in partial aaciis 
of development throughout the country, where this limitation is a 
distinct roadblock in the carr ving out of ‘the full intent of the law. 

As an example, there are municipalities that could provide addi- 
tional flood-control protection in their municipal water supply reser- 
voirs if there were no limitation on the size of the authorized impound- 
ments. 

Senator Kerr. Now, as I understand the Poage bill, it places no 
limitation upon the reservoir above the 5,000 acre-feet for other pur- 
poses than strictly flood control, does it ? 

Mr. Gurermurnu. That is right. As I understand the bill, it places 
no actual limitation. They can go ahead and build them, provided, 
of course—— 

Senator Kerr. Then the example you use where municipalities can 
provide additional flood-control protection in their municipal water 
supply reservoirs—they can do that under the Poage bill, can they not ¢ 

Mr. GurermutH. They can do that under the Poage bill provided 
they pay the cost. The point or the position that we take is this, Mr. 
Chairman 








AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT YY 


Senator Kerr. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Gurermutu. With the tremendous amount of flood prevention 
and flood-control activities that are done under direct Federal spon 
sorship in this country, we simply cannot understand why, when in 
these small projects additional flood prevention could be provided 

Senator Kerr. How much additional storage can you provide be 
fore it is no longer one of these small projects? 

Mr. Gurermutu. It was brought out, if I am not mistaken, in the 
House hearings that if this limitation of 5,000 acre-feet was raised, fo 
example, to something like 30,000 acre-feet it then would permit undet 
that ceiling or maximum all of the local development in which we 
are concerned. And it still would not interfere in any sense of the 
word with what we call the dam-building activities of the Army e 
gineers or the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Senator Kerr. All right. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Gurermurn. Then, there are other cases where an increase in 
the authorized size of the impoundments would permit the storage 
of more water than could be used to help maintain more uniform 
stream flows during summer months. Such features would have mul- 
tiple benefits, and would be of inestimable value to sport fisheries and 
to other forms of outdoor recreation on streams below impoundme nts. 

That 5,000-acre-foot limitation obviously was written into Public 
Law 566 to satisfy the Corps of Engineers which does not want any 
other agency to encroach upon its dam-building prerogatives. As has 
been stated time and again: “If it were not for the fact that this re- 
striction is so detrimental to the small watershed program, it would 
be amusing to see the corps worrying about such tiny structures.” 
The Army has not built more than 5 or 6 of those little dams in a 
half-century of civil functions. Millions of people across the country 
have a personal stake in the small-watershed program, and it is diffi- 
cult to understand why all of those local projects must be built, 
operated, and managed by the Federal Government. 

There was a lot of discussion in the House hearing on the need for 
having the Federal Government pay the cost of food-control strue 
tures. Some of that testimony: was interesting indeed. There is 
one inexorable fact, however; the members of the local districts that 
are above the impoundments cannot see where they get any pro 
tection or benefits from flood-control works that are below them in 
a watershed, and it will not be easy to get them to pick up the cheek 
on those essential parts of local projects. 

We urge the committee to report a bill that will provide the urgently 
needed amendments to the W atershed Protection and Flood Preven- 
tion Act, and in so doing, we respectfully request that you give 
further consideration to the removing of that 5,000-acre-foot limita- 
tion. 

We wish to compliment the chairman in his quickness in detecting 
the inconsistency from prevailing practices ‘in the suggestion that 
was made here this morning that these particular local groups which 
are striving to get good land management practices in operation on 
the land should be charged with the cost of developments that may 
enhance their property value. Certainly that is not being done in the 
case of highways and navigation, flood prevention, and. many other 

Federal works. We do not think that this is the time to start. 
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Certainly we are in favor of the idea, if the time ever comes when 
such a thing can be applied uniformly across the country. If it 
applied to all of the people, that might be something else. 

A couple of other things that I would like to comment on if I may, 
Mr. Chairman. The Army this morning objected to the removal of 
that terminal date of July 1, 1956. Now, it was brought out this 
morning that they do not at this time know of any projects that 
would be blocked by leaving this date in the law. But I submit that 
there may be some project that we have overlooked, and I certainly 
would hate to see this one little safeguard removed. If we should in 
the future run into cases where this date is going to be a hindrance, 
then certainly I think it would be a mistake to have it held up because 
the date had expired. 

I noticed one other thing in the statement by General Itschner this 
morning. He brought out the fact that he thought the local group 
should be required to employ professional engineers. Now, it is 
my understanding that all of the engineering work by these local 
groups and in these local projects has been done as one of the technical 
services that is provided by the Soil Conservation Service, so certainly 
they are getting engineering assistance. 

Now, we never have questioned the efficiency and competency of 
the engineering activities of the Army engineers, and I am somewhat 
disappointed to see in this statement by the Army any inference or 
question raised that the engineering services that have been provided 
in this local work, and that are contemplated herein are inefficient. 

The other comment that I wanted to make was with regard to the 
Army engineers’ statement wherein the corps objects to the fact that 
H. R. 8750 would remove the committee and congressional approval 
on projects of less than $250,000. Now, it is my understanding, and 
I believe it was brought out here this morning that the corps has 
been before Congress and got its limitation raised to $250,000 on its 
projects—— 

Senator Kerr. I think in justice to the Engineers I should call the 
witness’ attention to the fact and put it in the record that that in- 
crease was not brought about on the initiative of the Engineers. 

Mr. GurermutH. Well, that may be. These are not charges, Mr. 
Chairman, against the Army engineers. 

Senator Kerr. I understand. 

Mr. GutermutH. Not in any sense of the word. 

Senator Kerr. But I felt the record should reflect that. 

Mr. GurermutnH. My thought is simply this: That if Congress in 
its wisdom has seen fit to say to the Army engineers, “Yes, you can 
go ahead on projects of less than $250,000,” then certainly very care- 
ful consideration should be given to the request that these small pro- 
jects be taken out from under any of the so-called delaying provisions 
that were written into Public Law 566 originally. Certainly those 
things have in some ways slowed down the starting of this work, and 
we would like to get those local projects expedited. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, Mr. Gutermuth, for a very 
excellent statement. 

I understand Mr. Rittenoure has an observation he would like to 
make, 
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FURTHER STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE RITTENOURE, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 


Mr. Rrrrenovure. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I made mention 
of a practical instance of a small watershed in our own county of 
Sedgwick, Kans., the Anndale district, of 16,000 acres, which 1s in 
the process of being formed, and their application will be coming in 
here in due time. 

L wonder if this committee realizes the work that is done right 
there on the ground? I am referring to the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice party. I am referring to the fact that our State conservationist 
has an assistant who is in charge of all the watershed work to be done 
in the State of Kansas, and this is typical, of course, of each State. 

Now, in the case of the Anndale district, in the process of organiza- 
tion and in the process of making its applications here to the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, we have a visit from this kind of a group: 

The assistant State conservationist is the head of the watershed 
party. Accompanying him are an economist, a hydrologist, a geolo- 
gist, a planning engineer. Then fish and wildlife are represented by 
one or more. And the forestry department is represented. 

These men, together with our local technicians, or work unit con- 
servationists as we commonly speak of them, go over the ground when 
they decide whether or not that application should be forwarded on 
to Washington. 

Now, I submit, gentlemen, that here is a transaction involving not 
so very much money, and that portion of it which will be paid by the 
local landowners, which will be a very substantial portion of the total, 
is very precious to them. They are going to see to it that their dol- 
lars combined with the dollars of Uncle Sam are well spent. 

I submit, gentlemen, that it is rather ridiculous that this applica- 
tion should have to go before the Army engineers after it passes 
through all the technicians here, and then, of course, after that, the 
Bureau of the Budget. As a taxpayer, I contend that it is a waste 
of our taxpayers’ money. 

Here is ample technical and engineering ability to handle it with- 
out help from the Army engineers, and I think they have their hands 
full. I think they have a big job to do all the things that are ahead 
of them for this country. We contend in the National Association 
of Soil Conservation Districts that we have our hands full. We do 
not want to mess with them; we do not want them messing up our 
end of it and delaying us. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Rittenoure, is it your understanding that the 
Army engineers redo the work, recompute it, send out their own 
field party ? 

Mr. Rrrrenoure. They check it very carefully. 

Senator Hruska. Do they check the same things which the original 
party which worked on this project did ? 

Mr. Rrrrenovre. As I understand it, they have complained that 
the reason that they have been holding up these first applications, Mr. 
Senator, is due to their claim that not enough technical information 
has been submitted to them for them to pass judgment. I contend 
that we do not need their judgment. 
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Senator Hruska. Well, I am asking now whether their judgment is 
upon the economic justification and upon the engineering and upon 
the other aspects of the project as contrasted with the effect of that 
project upon works of their own which might be located further down- 
stream. In other words, is it something by way of pure duplication 
of work already done ? 

Mr. Rrrrenovre. I consider it, yes, this will be. 

Senator Hruska. Or is it for the purpose of determining the effect 
upon other aspects which are not considered by the individual work 
party ? 

Mr. Rrrrenovre. The effect can only be beneficial of this particular 
watershed. 

Senator Hruska. To the area which it covers, but as testified by 
General Itschner this morning sometimes the construction of that 
project together with many other similar projects does make an im- 
pact upon the larger structures further downstream. 

Now, my question is: Are they not more particularly concerned with 
that phase of it rather than the minutia which you referred to a little 
bit ago? 

Mr. Rrrrenovure. I believe they are concerning themselves with the 
minutia. 

Senator Hruska. If they are, I would see some merit to your posi- 
tion. 

Mr. Rrrrenoure. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. I would like to explore that further with others, 
because I do not think duplication lies, but I would not want to fore- 
close them for a minute from other aspects of engineering problems 
which arise thereby and which cannot of necessity be covered by the 
work party to which you referred. 

Mr. Rrrrenovure. I agree with that. However, I would point out in 
every case I believe watershed work will slow down the runoff, 
will even out the streamflow, and in no case can I conceive-——— 

Senator Hruska. Well, Mr. Rittenoure, personally I am not an 
engineer, but I would not want to invade the other guy’s field and say, 
“You should not be bothered with this, because I think youre all 
right.” Don’t you see? T think he ought to be given his due, just 
like the work party to which you refer should be. 

Mr. Rrerenovre. I believe it was a wise man who said centuries ago, 
“Men stumble not over mountains but over molehills.” These small 
watersheds are molehills, and we of the national association feel that 
the Army engineers should not be stumbling over them. Neither do 
we want to impair their useful work. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Rittenoure, it is very evident you are familiar 
with the mechanics of these things, and I therefore do ask you this 
question: Now, the soil-conservation engineers and other technical 
men, are they concerned with the actual building of any of these struc- 
tures? Do they supervise the actual construction ? 

Mr. Rrrrenoure. Oh, ves. They certainly will. We will depend 
upon them in our watershed districts in our State and all over the 
United States. We will depend on them to supervise the construction. 

Senator Hruska. So that as the contract proceeds and as the con- 
struction proceeds 

Mr. Rirrenovre. Right. 
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Senator Hruska. They have men there who see that the neces- 
sary—— 

Mr. Rrrrenovure. Right. 

Senator Hruska. Outlines are followed, the degree of compaction, 
for example, in the dams, and the installation of all fixtures¢ They 
are there for that purpose ¢ 

Mr. Rirrenoure. Right. Now, 2 years ago this month I came back 
here to Washington with the superintendent of schools of a school 
district suburban to the city of Wichita. They happe oink: to be in 
what is termed a critical area due to military construction work there. 
And so they were entitled to financial assistance. It wasn’t more than 
2 comparatively simple matter to obtain the grant of $128,000 to which 
they were entitled under the law. 

Now, then, in the expenditure of that $128.000, the district together 
with their own $225,000 did that by letting the contract, employing 
their own engineer, but all the time the Government’s investment of 
$128,00 was protected by representatives of the Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration, or, rather, the Department of Education. And a sub- 
sequent grant of another $95,000 was expended this same way. 

But the whole procedure was so much simpler, gentlemen, than it 
is for use in a case of a watershed district. That is the point I wish 
to make. 

Now, that application for funds for that school district did not go 
through Army engineers or the Housing Administrator or a lot of 
other agencies. It was not necessary. 

Senator Hruska. It went through the Department of Health, Ed- 
ucation, and Welfare, did it not ? 

Mr. Rrrrenoure. Yes; and that was a comparatively simple pro- 
cedure. And I think this should be reduced to the same thing. 

I believe Mr. Allen, however, has already penis out to you that 
the fears of the gentleman from the Rio Grande \ ‘alley are based on 
misinformation. Instead of the watershed work holding back water 
from his big reservoir, it is going to put clean water there. Instead 
of water laden with topsoil that is going to ruin his reservoir in time, 
he will have clean water if all the watersheds above were to receive 
thistreatment. If Mr. Parish doubts that, then he should go upstream 
on the Rio Grande to the Elephant Butte Reservoir. Then he should 
go upstream still further to the city of Albuquerque and see the stream 
bed which by reason of siltation now is at an elevation greater than 
the dikes that used to go along the sides of the stream. Then he can 
come on up into Colorado and look at the John Martin Reservoir on 
the Big Arkansas. He will see a tremendous amount of siltation 
that has oceurred in 15 years’ time—only 15 years. 

So if Mr. Parish wants a reservoir on the Rio Grande that is going 
to have a useful life of 500 years or 1,000 years, if you please, he should 
be asking for H. R. 8750 and all the watershed work he can get instead 
of raising objec tions toit. His testimony is based on a lack of informa- 
tion, gentlemen. 

And the same way with the reservoir under construction now on 
the Blue River in Kansas. That flows out of this gentleman’s State 
of Nebraska. There are 6 million acres in the watershed. The Agri- 
cultural Research Service has shown this, gentlemen, by a careful 5- 
year study of the flow of the Blue River in Kansas—and their study 
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was made at a point just upstream from where this Tuttle Creek 
Reservoir is under construction—their study, gentlemen, showed that 
when the streamflow of the Blue River is 2,000 acre-feet a day the 
sediment load is 2,000 tons a day. But when the streamflow was up 
10 times to 20,000 acre-feet a day, the sediment load was upped 100 
times to 200,000 tonsa day. That means that unless the 6 million acres 
of the Blue River in Kansas and Nebraska receive full watershed and 
soil conservation treatment that that 200,000 tons per day of sedi- 
ment load are going in to fill in that $100 million reservoir. 

Senator Kerr. And denude a lot of upstream areas in Kansas and 
Nebraska of their soil? 

Mr. Rirrenovre. Right. Right. Which they cannot spare. 

Senator Hruska. Of course, Mr. Rittenoure, I appreciate what you 
say about sediment and that sort of thing, but out in Texas I under- 
stood the complaint was with reference to those retention reservoirs 
which have no outlet and which simply impound the water and allow 
it to evaporate, and that it is the sum total of all of those things which 
results in the reduction of flow of water at a given point in the stream 
even though the rainfall in that area is the same now as it was 20 years 
ago. Where there are outlets and where there is a retention and a 
regulation of flow that is one thing. 

Mr. Rrrrenovre. That is the only kind that we are doing. 

Senator Hruska. Well, those are not the ones to which he is refer- 
ring. He referred in his statement, as I remember it, to those in- 
stances where the reservoirs are for detention purposes only and which 
have no outlet at all, and they impound to the full capacity of which 
they are capable, and the water just stays put and evaporates. 

Mr. Rirrenovre. I do not believe they were ever constructed under 
Public Law 566. 

Senator Hruska. He does not say that they were. 

Senator Kerr. There has not been any constructed under 566. 

Mr. Rrrrenovre. No. 

Senator Hruska. What he wants to do is anticipate the damage 
which will flow from construction of such structures under Public 
Law 566, don’t you see, and that is a different situation than the one 
to which you refer. 

Mr. Rrrrenovure. There again his fears are baseless, because I do 
not think anything of the kind has ever been contemplated by the 
Soil Conservation Service. I am satisfied that it has not. 

Senator Hruska. Well, perhaps not, but he has a case here as 
far as I am concerned—on the basis of the figures which he has 
given. Now, maybe he does not understand your situation and he is 
talking about a different set of facts than those which you contem- 
plate. But I would not want to discount his statement too lightly. 

Mr. Rrrrenovure. I would point this out: That even with evapora- 
tion still he will probably get mere downstream flow than if those 
reservoirs were not in existence. After all, our whole watershed 
program is simply slowing down the runoff. And what has been 
done in the watershed of the Sandstone Creek of Oklahoma so suc- 
cessfully, as Mr. Allen pointed out, is simply to try to do what nature 
was doing for us when the Indian and the buffalo were still inhabiting 
this country. And that is really what our objective is. 

As Charles Kettering has said, science is merely trying to find out 
how nature does things. And that is really our objective in this case: 
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Slow down the runoff of water, and you'll wind up with streams 
evened out in flow, and, as you have there on the Sandstone Creek, 
in 8 years of record drought, with only 60 percent of rainfall, they 
have avoided flood damage, they have evened out the streamflow, 
they have a return of fishing and wildlife because there is water and 
cover available to them 365 days of the year. The bottomland which 
was flooded once to three times every year is now back into production 
again because it is protected. 

And so really, gentlemen, the Army engineers instead of bothering 
with these multitude of little watersheds ought to be here urging the 
passage of H. R. 8750 and should be saying, “More power to you 
gentlemen. We need it for the long life of these reservoirs.” 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

I would like to ask Mr. Allen about three questions. 

If H. R. 8750 is passed, can you explain to the committee how 
a local project that would have 5,000 acre-feet for flood control and 
20,000 acre-feet for municipal water supply would be built? That 
is, who would plan the engineering on it? Who would let the con- 
tract on it’ And whose money would pay for it?) And how would 
that money be obtained ‘ 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF HARRAL ALLEN, OKLAHOMA ASSO- 
CIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 


Mr. Auten. Senator, as I understand it, the 5,000 acre-foot flood 
storage would be paid for by the Federal Government. 

Senator Kerr. Yes; but would not the reservoir be built so as to 
hold 25,000 acre-feet ? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. You would not build two—— 

Mr. ALLEN. No, no. You build one structure, which has a capacity 
of 25,000 acre-feet behind it. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. ALLEN. Of that cost, the 5,000 acre-foot limitation—or I mean 
the 5,000 acre-feet for flood prevention storage—would be paid for 
by the Federal Government. The rest of it would be paid for by 
the local people. 

Senator Kerr. Now, as I understood the bill, the Federal Govern- 
ment was going to pay for all of it and get reimbursement from the 
local people for 20,000 acre-feet of municipal water impounded. 

Mr. Auten. That thought does not occur to me as having been in 
the original bill. It has been injected in the thinking today, and I 
think it is good. 

Senator Kerr. Under the bill, would it be paid for by borrowed 
money obtained under the provision of the bill authorizing loans / 

Mr. AuuLEN. It could be paid for by cash if they had it. 

Senator Kerr. I understand, but could it be paid for by loan ¢ 

Mr. ALLEN. It could be paid for by borrowing the money from the 
Federal Government. It could be paid for by their own bond issues, 
if they wished, and supplying the cash. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. Well, now, who would let that contract? 
Would the local conservation district or the water conservancy dis- 
trict, or would the municipality that is going to own that storage 
capacity?’ Who would let that contract? 








106 AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


Mr. Auten. I can speak only to what I think the law would pro- 
vide in Oklahoma. The conservancy district is empowered to deal 
with the Secretary of Agriculture. Under Oklahoma law, and I 
believe you will also find that under Oklahoma law the municipality 
is also empowered to deal with the Federal Government and prob: ibly 
in a case where you had a municipal storage behind the dam the 
conservancy district would cooperate with the city in taking care 
of their particular end of it. The city would do their part, ‘and it 
would be a cooperative effort between the two agencies. 

As I understand, the city of Duncan is carrying on a project of 
that sort on the Washita River. And we have with us I believe Mr. 

Carl Brown. Might I ask ( ‘arl to help answer that question / 

Senator Kerr. Yes. I would like to get it in the record, not. only 
because of the possibility that it would provide me information that 
I do not have but also on account of the fact that there might be 
others that would be curious about it. 

Will you give your name 

Mr. Brown. I am Carl Brown, Director of the Planning Division 
of the Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Auten. Will you use the example of the city of Duncan to 
answer the Senator’s question 4 

Mr. Brown. We have a case as a part of the Washita flood preven- 
tion project 

Senator Kerr. Is that under Public Law 566? 

Mr. Brown. No, that is one of the original 11 projects. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I thought. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Who lets that contract ? 

Mr. Brown. Well, that contract, as I will explain, is being let by 
the city of Duncan, and this is the first case where we have had a 
situation in which municipal water supply is the dominant purpose of 
a reservoir. And in this instance the reservoir will be approximately 
16,000 acre-feet in capacity, of which the flood-prevention storage will 
be less than 5,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Kerr. And be paid for by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Brown. The flood prevention part of it will be paid for by the 
Federal Government. The municipal storage will be paid for entirely 
by the municipality. 

Senator Kerr. Will it be built by a single contractor as a result of 
bid on the total project / 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; on the total project. The contract will be 
let by the city of Duncan, and the Federal Government will make 
available to the city its share of the total cost based on the allocation 
to flood control. 

Senator Kerr. Now, who will operate that project / 

Mr. Brown. The city of Duncan. 

Senator Kerr. Let us suppose this bill were amended to where the 
city of Duncan would have access to a program under which the Fed- 
eral Government paid the flood-control part of the cost as it is in 
the project you refer to and advanced the money to the city of Duncan 
to pay for the portion of the project that is allocated to impoundment 
of water for the municipality. 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Kerr. Do you envision the same procedure with reference 
to the letting of the contract as is the case under the present law ap- 
plicable to that project ¢ 

Mr. Brown. We do, Senator. We envision that under the provi 
sions of H. R. 8750 that is exactly how it would operate: That the 
city in that case would let the contract. The Federal Government 
would put up the share of the cost which is allocable to flood control. 

Senator Kerr. Well, now, let’s say that it was a project where there 
were 5,000 acre-feet of the project for flood control and 10,000 acre- 
feet. for irrigation and 10,000 acre-feet for municipal water supply. 

Mr. Brown. Well, sir, the contract would still have to be let by a 
local organization, and in such a case as that it would be a matter of 
coming to agreement—— 

Senator Kerr. Between them / 

Mr. Brown (continuing). Between the conservancy district and 
the municipality in Oklahoma as to which one was going to let the 
contract. 

Senator Kerr. And the irrigation district / 

Mr. Brown. That is right: yes, sir. They would decide among 
themselves as to which one would be the contracting agent. But in 
no event would it be the Government. 

Senator Kerr. Very good. 

Mr. Brown. And r might also add to that, Senator, with reference 
to the engineering on this project—and we would contemplate it 
would be the same under 566—that wherever there is a municipal 
water supply involved we would require the municipality to employ 
consulting engineers to design that part of the project for municipal 
water supply “and to work with our engineers in the overall design. 

Senator Kerr. With the engineers of the Soil Conservation 
Division ? 

Mr. Brown. Yes, sir; and in carrying out the actual construction 
we would have our representative, our inspector, you might say, 
on the construction job. We would expect the municipality or the 
conservancy district to have their inspector on the job so both the Gov 
ernment’s interest and their interest were protected in assuring that 
the construction was in accordance with the specifications. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Thank you very much. 

Now, another question, Mr. Allen. I take it that it would be the 
desire of those supporting H. R. 8750 that if it is enacted and if under 
the terms of the enacted bill the Federal Government pays the con 
struction costs of the flood-control element of the project, you would 
want that provision to apply to the projects now pending, either au- 
thorized or unauthorized, under 566? 

Mr. Aten. Yes, sir: Senator, that has bothered me for some time, 
because I could see the need for changes. Take for example Big 
Wewoka Creek and Little Wewoka Creek in Oklahoma. T had asked 
some of the boys up there about it. I asked some of the people with 
SCS as to what would be the status of this if we got some changes in 
566. They point out to me there is a clause in the plan which is an 
agreement between SCS and the local people which permits them to 
take advantage of any change that might take place. In other words, 
a renegotiation contract is present. And I envision that that will be 
invoked if thelaw is changed in the case of those that are planned and 
are—— 








108 AMEND WATERSHED PROTECTION AND FLOOD PREVENTION ACT 


Senator Kerr. Do you think if this bill is passed with that provision 
available for future projects that it certainly should be made so as 
to include and apply to those projects for which applic ations are 
pending or which may have been authorized under 566? 

Mr. Auten. Very definitely, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I believe that is all. 

Senator Hruska. I think there might be a little reservation on the 
part of some of the legislators here on the Hill as to whether a statute 
would be superseded ‘by an agreement or a working arrangement of 
that kind, but I don’t suppose we had better cross that bridge till we 
come to tt. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to place in the record a statement by 
Congressman Rutherford of Texas. 

(The prepared statement of Congressman Rutherford follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. J. T. RutTHERFoRD, 167TH DisTrRIcT or TEXAS 


I appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement to the Senate Public 
Works Subcommittee in which I shall suggest certain amendments to Public Law 
566, the Small Projects Watershed Act. 

It is my firm belief that the 45-day waiting period now provided in Public Law 
566 should be waived. As you know, when any project under consideration 
under provision of this law has been approved by the proper agencies and is sent 
to the Congress, the measure must wait before the Congress for 45 days before 
it may be considered as automatically approved, thereby giving the agencies in- 
volved authority to begin construction. This is true no matter the size of the 
project. 

In the event the project should call for construction of any facilities impound- 
ing more than 25 acre-feet of water, official congressional action must be taken 
on the project, but the 45-day waiting period is still required. The 45-day wait- 
ing period often leads to what appears to me to be unnecessary delays. Asa case 
in point is a proposed project within my own district—the Johnson- Draw Water- 
shed program in Crockett County, Tex. This matter has been reported favor- 
ably through all agencies up to the Bureau of the Budget where it is undergoing 
study and reevaluation at this time. 

Even should the Bureau of the Budget approve this today and send it forward 
to the Congress, since we are so late in the session it is highly unlikely the project 
could receive congressional approval prior to adjournment. This means that at 
the outset of the next Congress the project must again be submitted to await its 
45-day period as provided by law. The net result is that several months of or- 
ganizational work and perhaps actual construction, will be lost. 

In this particular case the people of Crockett County, Tex., have voted some 
$200,000 as their initial payment of local participation. They voted this money 
by an overwhelming majority of 389 to 12, and I am certain they were motivated 
by the flash flood they had in the summer of 1954 which took 17 lives and caused 
millions of dollars worth of damages in that county. There is always the dread- 
ful possibility that such flood will reoccur, and I am sure it would not set well 
upon the conscience of the members of this body should such recurrence be so 
timed that the 45-day waiting period could be cited as the cause for such a 
tragedy. 

I respectfully suggest to this subcommittee that an amendment be added to 
Public Law 566 providing that the House and Senate committees concerned may 
by resolution at any given time waive the 45-day waiting period at their discre- 
tion, upon any given project when such project has been submitted to the com- 
mittees after having been approved by the agencies involved. The following 
is submitted as suggested wording: 

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 

States of America in Congress assembled, That the provisions of the third pro- 
viso of section 5 of the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act requir- 
ing plans for works of improvement transmitted to Congress through the Presi- 
dent under said act to remain before the Congress at least 45 days during any 
regular or special sessions thereof, before the Secretary of Agriculture is author- 
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ized to participate in the installation of such works of improvement under said 
aet, be so amended so as to allow the Congress, through the President, to waive 
the 45-day waiting period at the pleasure of the appropriate committees in an) 
given case.” 

I might add that members of the Soil Conservation Service of the Department 
of Agriculture, have given me indication of their approval of such an amend- 
ment; members of such watershed groups in my district have expressed an inter- 
est in such an amendment; I have found some sympathy for this cause among m) 
colleagues in Congress; and I personally urge a favorable consideration of this 
amendment. 


Senator Kerr. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your indul 
gence here and the great contribution you have made to this matter. 
(The following matter was received for the record :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JOHN C. WATTS, REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SIXTH CONGRES 
SIONAL DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I regret that official business 
in my congressional district precludes my personally appearing before you in 
behalf of the proposals which you have under consideration. I am most appre- 
ciative of the courtesy that you have afforded me in permitting me to submit 
this statement for the record. 

I am satisfied that because of the extraordinary consideration that each of 
you has given to the growing danger signs that have arisen with respect to 
our water supply that each of you is familiar with the urgency surrounding 
the commencement of a practical and workable program of water conservation, 
control, and utilization. And, further, that you are saturated with authoritative 
information dealing with costs, operational programs, agency jurisdictional 
questions, and other technical phases of the subject matter. Because of this, 
I will not belabor you with a presentation concerning itself with such details. 

Certainly, it is quite evident that we are becoming water conscious—and it is 
not a moment too early. It is necessary that we effectuate a program of opera- 
tion under which the Federal Government will render substantial assistance to 
areas where efficient and practical watershed projects can be located. That the 
present Small Watershed Act is deficient in its coverage one need to go no fur- 
ther than to scan the accomplishments made thereunder. Whether or not this 
is because of lack of interest on the part of the Secretary of Agriculture, or the 
administration in the program, is of little consequence, as the fact will remain 
that little or nothing has been accomplished toward achieving the purpose and 
objective of the Congress contemplated under the Small Watershed Act. 

In the State of Kentucky alone we have some 138 applications pending for, 
what we consider, eligible projects. Under the administration’s budget re- 
quests only $16 million would have been made available—suflicient funds for 
approximately 75 projects—an infinitesimal effort when one contemplates the 
overall program. 

Certainly, this makes it clear that affirmative, directive action by the Congress 
is necessary. 

H. R. 8750, which has passed the House of Representatives, and which is one 
of the bills you have before you is a step in the right direction. With the 
broadening of its scope, bringing within its purview many projects that hereto- 
fore could not be considered ; the liberalizing of the assistance and participation 
limitations under which the Federal Government can join, and the lending fea- 
tures provided for local financing, it is‘my notion that substantial progress can 
be made toward getting a real program underway. 

Of course, H. R. 8750 is not perfection. Certain amendments, might be prac- 
ticable and advisable. However, because of the time element and the imminence 
of adjournment, and the fact that H. R. 8750 has passed the House, the Senate 
may not be desirous of considering amendments at this time. In such event, 
H. R. 8750 should certainly be passed. As time passes and experience is gained, 
we can then, very properly, adopt necessary and perfecting amendments. 

Whatever the committee’s notion may be, I earnestly urge the need for amend- 
ments to existing law and I sincerely trust that some positive action along this 
line might be insured during this Congress. 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 6, D.C., July 3, 1956. 
Hon. Roserr S. Kerk, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Flood Control and Rivers and Harbors, 
Senate Public Works Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear SenatTorR Kerr: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States, having 
endorsed bills which led to the enactment of the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Control Act of 1954, believes that law is working out substantially as an- 
ticipated and that major revisions are not necessary at this time. 

We are convinced that in the near future more and more local organizations 
will be formed under State sponsorship to make the terms of the act applicable 
to pressing problems of local water supply, soil conservation, and flood reductions. 

The chamber therefore particularly opposes the following amendments to the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act proposed by H. R. 8750: 

(1) Section (b) of H. R. 8750 which would amend section 4 of the act by 
substituting in paragraph (2) the wording: “That the Secretary shall not re- 
quire local organizations to assume any part of the constructiou cost of strue- 
tural measures applicable to flood prevention.” 

The effect of this change would be to abandon the presently established policy 
of Federal-State cooperation and local cost sharing. The national chamber be- 
lieves the Federal Government should not pay all costs of flood prevention. The 
costs of direct benefits such as would accrue from local flood prevention projects 
under this act, should be borne by the area benefited, and only those benefits 
which accrue to the Nation as a whole should be assessed to the taxpayer. 
‘The Department of Agriculture, which administers the act, also opposes this 
change. 

(2) Section (¢), paragraph (1) of H. R. 8750 which would extend the time 
during which the Secretary of Agriculture may construct works of improvement 
in the absence of a sponsoring organization authorized under State law. 

The Federal Government should aid the State and local governments in the 
conservation and control of water, but should not build such projects itself unless 
the whole Nation stands to benefit. There appears to be only minor, if any, 
national benefit from local works of improvement of the type and size permitted 
under the Watershed Act. 

I would appreciate it if you would make this letter a part of the record of the 
hearings on H. R. S750. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILEs. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 10, 1956. 
Hon. Ropert S. KERR, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeAR SENATOR KERR: During the course of the hearings on H. R. 8750 before 
the Public Works Committee of the Senate, which you conducted on July 8, 
1956, several witnesses indicated a lack of understanding regarding the flood 
control program and the position of the Corps of Engineeers with respect to 
watershed protection under Public Law 566. 

In order to insure that there is no misunderstanding on the part of the com- 
mittee, I am submitting herewith, as an extension of my testimony, a memo- 
randum in clarification of certain points on which statements were inade. 

I Lope that this information will assist you and the committee in dealing 
“ith the issues and problems raised by consideration of H. R. 8750. 

Sincerely yours, 
KE. C. ITSCHNER, 
Vajor General, USA, 
Assistant Chief of Engineers for Civil Works. 


CLARIFICATION OF STATEMENTS REGARDING THE PROJECTS AND POSITION OF THE 
CorPs OF ENGINEERS 


1. Mr. Lawrence Rittenoure, representing the National Association of Soil 
Conservation Districts made the following statement when discussing cost shar- 
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ing, with respect to flood control projects under the jurisdiction of the Corps of 
Engineers: 

“The local contributions to approximately $8 billion of Federal flood control 
projects built by the Corps of Engineers have been less than 6 percent 

This low percentage of local cooperation in the Federal flood control program 
Was apparently arrived at by applying the local cooperation required by law 
for local flood protection projects to the entire program, or a large part of it, 
which includes reservoirs for flood control and multiple-uses for which direct 
local cooperation is not required by law. Since this statement gives a mis 
leading picture of the Federal versus non-Federal sharing in the cost of this 
program, the following facts are given: 

(a) For local flood protection projects the law requires that local interests 
provide lands, easements, and rights-of-way including certain relocations, and 
agree to hold and save the United States free from damage. In addition, local 
interests are required under present administrative instructions of the BOB 
to make an additional contribution for land enhancement benefits equal to half 
of that part of the first cost proportionate to such benefits. Recent local flood 
protection projects approved by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
during the period May 1954 to April 1956, have a local share equal to 23 percent 
of the first cost, including lands and rights-of-way. Local flood protection 
projects in the fiscal year 1957 budget involve a local cost of 20.5 percent of 
the total first cost. The small dams of the SCS are more nearly akin in their 
effect to local flood protection works, except that they generally benefit small 
areas and a few readily identifiable beneficiaries—perhaps a small number of 
farms. The local fleod protection works under the Corps protect larger 
munities and more extensive agricultural areas. 

(b) For reservoir projects the law requires that the Federal Government bear 
the entire cost because the benefits of large reservoirs are generally widespead 
and extend over long reaches of river. It is very difficult to identify bene- 
ficiaries. Most of these reservoirs, however, and all of the larger ones, are 
multiple-use structures which involve water uses other than flood control. And 
users of water or power are required to repay the costs allocated to those pur 
poses. For example, the total estimated cost of all multiple use reservoirs now 
in operation or under construction is $3.4 billion. Of this cost, about $2.35 
billion is allocated to power. Thus 69 percent of the first cost will be repaid to 
the Federal Treasury by revenues from power. 

2. Mr. Rittenoure also said: 

“The position of the Corps of Engineers, insofar as we can understand it, is 
that all reservoirs larger than 5,000 acre-feet should be constructed by a Fed 
eral agency on lands bought and paid for by the Federal Government and that 
such reservoirs should thereafter be operated and maintained by the 
Government.” 
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“We believe this is a clear-cut case of States rights versus 
tion.” 

The statements and action of the Corps of Engineers do not support this con 
clusion. As a matter of fact, the Chief of Engineers has contended from the 
start that Public Law 566 projects should be local undertakings. In testifying 
on the bill which later became Public Law 566, General Sturgis took the position 
that engineering works of the type and size contemplated should not be 
structed by the Federal Government, but by the local 


i 


Federal domina 


eon 
organizations with the 
Federal Government providing a grant to help cover the cost of flood control. 
In General Itschner’s statement to the Senate Public Works Committee on July 
3, he proposed that H. R. 8750 be so amended that local organizations would 
employ their own engineers and assume responsibility for engineering design, 
preparation of specifications, and supervision of construction. He also sug 
gested that the Federal Government reimburse the local organization for the 
cost of necessary engineering services. That suggestion was not limited to 
reservoirs of less than 5,000 acre-foot capacity. It will be clear from this that 
the position of the Corps of Engineers is precisely the opposite of what Mr. 
Rittenoure interprets it to be. The Corps of Engineers believes that Public 
Law 566 projects should be local undertakings. They should not be called local 
projects, however, so long as a Federal agency designs the structures, writes 
the specifications, supervises construction, and, in fact, performs every neces- 
sary engineering function, and pays a large part of the cost. As the work under 
Public Law 566 is now heing administered, the only essential difference be- 
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tween what the Soil Conservation Service calls a local project and what is. desig- 
nated a “Federal” project by the Corps of Engineers is that for a Public Law 566 
project a local organization goes through the formality of letting the contract. 
If this is all that is required to make a project a local undertaking, every “Fed- 
eral” project authorized by flood control and rivers and harbors legislation could 
readily be converted to a local project. 

3. Mr. Rittenoure also indicated that in reviewing the plans submitted under 
Public Law 566 the Corps of Engineers duplicates the minutiae of the engineer- 
ing work performed by the Soil Conservation Service. This is not correct. 
Review by the Department of the Army of watershed work plans prepared under 
Public Law 566 is required under that law and under Presidential instructions. 
This review is made by the Corps of Engineers and is limited generally to a 
careful reading of the reports prepared by the Soil Conservation Service and the 
preparation of comments and suggestions on the basis of our experience in the 
field of engineering design, construction, and flood control. It is perhaps not 
generally understood that all Federal agencies concerned with water-resource 
development review and comment on the proposals of other agencies. Thus the 
Secretary of Agriculture also reviews and comments on flood-control reports of 
the Corps of Engineers. This interagency review is valuable in that it makes 
available to any agency the specialized knowledge of others. Under this review 
procedure the corps is not concerned with minutiae and does not duplicate any 
work of the Soil Conservation Service. 

4. Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Management Institute, 
misunderstood the suggestion of the Corps of Engineers that the local organiza- 
tions retain their own engineers. In his testimony he interpreted this sugges- 
tion to be merely an indirect attack on the competence of engineers of the Soil 
Conservation Service. There was no intention whatsoever of questioning the 
competence of the Soil Conservation Service engineers. The whole purpose of 
the suggestion was to insure that Public Law 566 projects shall be local under- 
takings in fact, and not just in name. The term “professional engineer’ was 
used in testimony merely to indicate that the engineers retained by the local 
organizations should meet the requirements established by the States for the 
practice of engineering. It is hoped that neither the committee nor the officials 
of the Department of Agriculture felt that any attempt was being made to cast 
doubt upon the competence of the engineers which the Soil Conservation Service 
would employ to design and build Public Law 566 projects. 


(Whereupon, at 4:55 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned subject to 
the call of the chairman.) 
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